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ABSTRACT
Blurring the “Bright Line”: Examining Age-related Differences in Jail Incarceration Outcomes
Using a Resources-challenges Model of Emerging Adulthood
by
Olive Fangmiao Lu

Advisor: Preeti Chauhan
Jail incarceration represents an early and prevalent point of contact with the criminal legal
system. While there is some evidence of age-related differences in jail incarceration outcomes such
as rearrest and reconvictions, existing research typically only make comparisons between adults
and adolescents. This bifurcation ignores the unique experiences of a third group: emerging adults
aged 18 to 25. Evidence from developmental research combined with shifting social and cultural
dynamics suggest that 18-25-year-olds, though adults by law, straddle the line between
adolescence and adulthood while facing challenges that set them apart.
The current study incorporates a resources-challenges framework of emerging adulthood
to understand age-related differences in jail incarceration by examining the outcomes of
adolescents (n = 8,456), emerging adults (n = 48,019), and adults (n = 26,778) after their first
admission to pretrial detention. The analysis tests the hypothesis that compared to 16-17-year-olds
and 26-31-year-olds, 18-25-year-olds admitted to the New York City Department of Correction
between 2005 and 2007 experience more negative outcomes such as longer pretrial lengths of stay,
higher bail set at discharge, and greater likelihood of being readmitted pretrial. Additionally, I
posit that age-related differences in outcomes are moderated by measures of neighborhood
disadvantage including poverty, employment, and educational attainment.
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Results show significant age-group differences in pretrial incarceration outcomes.
Emerging adults have significantly higher amounts of bail set at discharge, and greater likelihood
of being readmitted pretrial compared to adolescents and adults, even after controlling for
demographics, borough of residence and arraignment, admission characteristics, and discharge
characteristics. Age alone does not predict variation in pretrial lengths of stay, but higher
neighborhood poverty and educational attainment appears to increase length of stay for 16-17year-olds only. Additionally, the likelihood of being readmitted pretrial increases for 16-17-yearolds living in neighborhoods with higher levels of poverty but decreases for 16-17-year-olds living
in neighborhoods with higher levels of employment.
Findings from this study have implications for jail operations as well as broader policies
that impact young people in the criminal legal system. They come at a time of heightened scrutiny
over existing age-related policies across the U.S., and as more jurisdictions move toward raising
the age of criminal responsibility. An assessment of age-related differences among the pretrial
population will help to standardize age-responsive supervision, treatment, and reentry services to
reduce future contact and bring about the most positive outcomes for young adults.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction
In the U.S. criminal legal system, there is a bright line between childhood and adulthood
that is drawn along legal definitions largely incongruent with what we know about age and
development (Scott, Bonnie, & Steinberg, 2016; Steinberg, 2017). Once a person turns 18, they
are no longer considered youthful in the eyes of the system and is instead given the burden of adult
criminal responsibility, which they are often unprepared to bear (Osgood, Foster, & Courtney,
2010; Scott et al., 2016). Evidence from developmental research, however, indicates that the
transition from adolescence to adulthood is gradual and fluid, and “the qualities that distinguish
juveniles from adults do not disappear when an individual turns 18” (Farrington, Loeber, & Howell,
2012; Johnson, Blum, & Giedd, 2009; Roper v. Simmons, 2005; Steinberg & Scott, 2003). Even at
age 25, people can think, act, and make decisions that are more adolescent-like than what is
typically considered adult (Gardner & Steinberg, 2005; Johnson, et al., 2009; Scott et al., 2016;
Steinberg, 2014; Steinberg, 2017). While researchers and policymakers have focused significant
attention on the fair treatment of children and adolescents in the criminal legal system, the broad
classification of people as either juveniles or adults means that individuals who fall in between are
either overlooked or are treated in ways that are inconsistent with their needs and characteristics
(Scott et al., 2016; Steinberg, 2017).
A Resources-Challenges Model of Emerging Adulthood
These individuals, people between the ages of 18 and 25, can be considered emerging
adults: neither juvenile nor adult, but rather occupying a period of transition in which cognition,
decision-making, and behaviors vacillate between adolescent- and adult-like (Gardner & Steinberg,
2005; Steinberg, 2008; Steinberg, 2017; Steinberg & Monahan, 2007). Emerging adults aged 18
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to 25 years comprise 11% of the U.S. population but make up approximately 40% of people
incarcerated in the nation’s prisons and jails (Carson, 2018; James, 2004; U.S. Census Bureau,
2010-2016). Furthermore, 18-to-25-year-olds account for 30% of people arrested for both serious
and non-serious offenses, and recidivism rates for emerging adults are significantly higher than for
other age groups (Durose, Cooper, & Snyder, 2014; U.S. Department of Justice, 2013). The high
level of criminal legal system contact among the emerging adult population presents opportunities
for prevention, reform, and intervention. First, recognizing emerging adulthood as a unique period
may lead to more nuanced age delineations that account for important developmental differences
(Scott et al., 2016; Steinberg, 2017). Second, identifying the unique challenges and needs of
emerging adults can engender responses that are age-appropriate (e.g., risk assessment, treatment,
diversion, and court processing; Farrington et al., 2012; Osgood et al., 2010). Moreover,
understanding the criminal legal outcomes of emerging adults may galvanize ongoing efforts
around raising the age of adult criminal responsibility (Boyer, 2020; Evans, 2021; Gartrell, 2020;
Kansas City Star Editorial Board; 2021).
Research shows that emerging adults possess challenges and needs that set them apart from
both adolescents and adults (Arnett, 2000; Cauffman et al., 2010; Gardner & Steinberg, 2005;
Pharo et al., 2011; Scott, Reppucci, & Woolard, 1995; You et al., 2019). These include challenges
and needs in their immediate surroundings in the home, school, and work, as well as those found
in interpersonal interactions, neighborhoods and wider social networks, and social, cultural, and
political environments at large (see below for details; Bronfenbrenner, 1977; Hendry & Kloep,
2007; Hendry & Kloep, 2010; Kloep & Hendry, 2011). Furthermore, research on brain functioning
suggests that cognitive development takes a detour during emerging adulthood (Gardner &
Steinberg, 2005; Steinberg, 2008; Steinberg, 2017; Steinberg & Monahan, 2007). Cognitive
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abilities such as risk accounting and impulse control are shown to follow non-linear trajectories
during emerging adulthood and can be lower compared to younger peers due to psychosocial
processes such as heightened susceptibility to peer influence and the negative effects of social
exclusion (Grigsby et al., 2007; Peake et al., 2013; Sebastian et al., 2011; Smith et al., 2014;
Steinberg & Monahan, 2007; Twenge et al., 2001; Whitbourne, Sneed, & Sayer, 2009; Windsor
& Anstey, 2010).
Accordingly, in the same way that age and perceptions of maturity are strong determinants
of how the criminal legal system treats children and adolescents, a fairer and more just system for
emerging adults should take an age-responsive approach that accounts for the multidimensional
challenges and needs of this developmental period (Scott et al., 2016). A more age-responsive
approach will also contribute to a deeper understanding of the relationship between early system
contact and future risk and recidivism. Research on the relationship between age and crime argues
that the age at which individuals first come in contact with the criminal legal system is predictive
of future involvement in crime as well as other negative life outcomes such as unemployment and
drug use (Bernburg & Krohn, 2003; Farrington et al., 2012; McGee & Farrington, 2010; Lopes et
al., 2012; Piquero et al., 2002). Further, between ages 12 and 25, the younger a person is when
they are incarcerated for the first time, the more likely they are to offend in the future (Nieuwbeerta,
Blokland, & Nagin, 2009). However, previous research often treats age as dichotomous, drawing
a discrete line between adolescence and adulthood. The current study challenges this “bright line”
of age and proposes a more nuanced approach to age and criminal legal outcomes, that takes into
account interactions between individual- and neighborhood-level factors.
Neighborhood Disadvantage
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Part of a multidimensional approach to age and criminal legal outcomes involves framing
age differences in individual outcomes around the neighborhood context. There is a wealth of
evidence showing a direct relationship between neighborhood characteristics and individual
outcomes such as employment, delinquency, and future offending (Sampson & Groves, 1989;
Sampson & Laub, 1994; Sampson, Morenoff, & Gannon-Rowly; Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls,
1997). Research has also found that the impact of neighborhood disadvantage varies by age and
developmental stage (Brown & Rinelli, 2010; Caspi et al., 1998; Heuveline & Weinshenker, 2008;
Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2011; McNulty & Bellair, 2003; Rupasingha, Goetz, & Freshwater,
2006; Sharkey & Elwert, 2011). For example, neighborhood poverty and fractured family structure
can significantly increase behaviors such as alcohol and drug use, violence, and offending during
childhood and adolescence, while low neighborhood social capital impacts risk of offending
among young adults (Brown & Rinelli, 2010; De Coster et al., 2006; Ford & Schroeder, 2010; Lee
& McLanahan, 2015). However, less is known about how neighborhood characteristics impact
differences in individual outcomes, specifically criminal legal outcomes.
The present study presents a novel way to think about the role of neighborhood context in
understanding individual outcomes. I conceptualize the resources aspect of the resourceschallenges framework to include both personal resources such as cognitive functioning, knowledge
and experience, and neighborhood-level resources such as collective wealth and social networks.
Under this framing, I posit that person-level differences between adolescents, emerging adults, and
adults in pretrial detention interact with varying levels of access to neighborhood resources. This
interaction either helps or hinders individual’s ability to advocate for or achieve more favorable
pretrial outcomes such as shorter pretrial lengths of stay, lower bail, and lower odds of pretrial
readmission.
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A Focus on Jails
The prevalence and down-stream consequences of prison incarceration have been well
documented, while the U.S. prison population has declined by almost 9% from 1,608,700 in 2008
to 1,465,200 in 2018 (Kaeble & Cowhig, 2018; Maruschak & Minton, 2020; Mauer & Ghandnoosh,
2014; Travis, Western, & Redburn, 2014). However, there is less awareness of the consequences
of jail incarceration and jails have only recently become a focus of research and policy reform,
despite a slower rate of decline in jail populations over the same period: the U.S. jail population
declined by 6% from 785,500 in 2008 to 738,400 in 2018, with fluctuations in between
(Gonnerman, 2014; Kaeble & Cowhig, 2018; Kang-Brown & Subramanian, 2017; Kubrin & Seron,
2016; Maruschak & Minton, 2020; Petersilia, 2014; Travis et al., 2014). Compared to prison, the
heterogeneity of jail populations across jurisdictions presents a major obstacle for in-depth study
(Subramanian et al., 2015). The status of people held in jail vary from those awaiting trial, those
sentenced to short jail terms, those waiting to be transferred to state prison or other jurisdictions,
to those held for violating parole (Kang-Brown et al., 2018). Even within these categories, there is
significant variation. For example, among those held pretrial, charges can range from serious
violent felonies to low-level misdemeanor drug offenses, and many are detained due to an inability
to post bail (Rabuy & Kopf, 2016). Lengths of stay also vary among the pretrial population, from
one day to over a year, complicating interventions and programming.
Recent scholarship shows that even short stays in pretrial detention can have outsized
negative effects, regardless of subsequent case outcomes. Across different ages, people detained
pretrial are more likely to recidivate, have worse physical and mental health outcomes, and are
more likely to experience financial and residential instability upon release (Dobbie, Goldin &
Yang, 2018; Freudenberg et al., 2005; Heaton, Mayson, & Stevenson, 2017; Holsinger &
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Holsinger, 2018; Lambdin et al, 2018; Leslie & Pope, 2017; Lowenkamp, van Nostrand, &
Holsinger, 2013; Walker & Herting, 2020; Yi, Turney, & Wildeman, 2017). However, there
remains a gap in the pretrial detention literature, where few studies have examined the
characteristics of people detained pretrial (Cohen, 2013; Reaves, 2013). Little is known about who
is detained pretrial, why they are detained, or how they differ on case processing and recidivism
outcomes.
There is also a lack of systematic research on what contributes to differences in recidivism
outcomes among people detained pretrial. For example, longer stays in pretrial detention can
increase the likelihood of reoffending, rearrest, unemployment, and financial hardship (Holsinger
& Holsinger, 2018; Lowenkamp et al., 2013). The few studies that examine the predictors of length
of stay focus on select factors such as mental illness (Draine et al. 2010). Additionally, most studies
that examine bail decisions focus on case characteristics and racial disparities. For example, Black
and Latinx people receive higher bail amounts compared to White people, after controlling for
legal and extra-legal variables (Sacks, Sainato, & Ackerman, 2015; Turner & Johnson, 2005).
Meanwhile, there is no recent research on whether bail decisions and bail amounts vary by other
extra-legal, person-level factors such as age, income, and other social-economic indicators. While
there is some evidence that person-level factors such as mental illness, homelessness, and
substance use are associated with higher rates of readmission to jail, few studies have examined
pretrial readmission specifically (Fu et al., 2013; Kim et al., 2018; Kopak, Hoffmann, & Guston,
2019; Wilson et al., 2014).
This study addresses these knowledge gaps by examining variation in demographic and
geographic characteristics, admission charge and bail amount set, how an individual is discharged
and how the case is disposed, as well as variation in outcomes of pretrial length of stay, discharge
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bail, and pretrial readmission among individuals in pretrial detention. Further, I examine whether
characteristics and outcomes of the pretrial population vary by age. While there is no research that
systematically examines age-related differences among pretrial populations, there is some
evidence of differences in employment and educational outcomes between adolescents and adults
released from jail (Freudenberg et al., 2005). However, these findings come from comparisons
between adolescent men and adult women and may not apply to a broader pretrial population. It is
also unclear how such differences will manifest for more nuanced age groups.
Data from the New York City Department of Correction is used to examine: 1) the
characteristics of people detained pretrial in New York City jails, 2) the subsequent outcomes of
those detained pretrial, and 3) how neighborhood characteristics impact age differences in
outcomes. Due to laws dictating criminal responsibility, New York provides a unique setting for
exploring the relationship between age and incarceration outcomes. Since 1909, the age of adult
criminal responsibility in New York State had been 16 (Sobie, 2010; Zang, 2017). This changed
in October 2019 when New York’s Raise the Age legislation went into effect, raising the age of
responsibility to 18 (A.3009-C/S.2009-C). While adolescents and young adults aged 18 to 21
admitted to and held on Rikers Island, New York City’s largest jail system, are generally housed
away from the adult population and receive certain age-appropriate provisions, they are
nevertheless treated as adults by prosecutors, the courts, and the system at large. The present study
is situated within the New York City context to better understand the relationship between age and
jail incarceration. Additionally, the analyses are restricted to first-time pretrial admissions to
reduce the confounding effects of baseline differences in criminal history and prior contact
between adolescents, emerging adults, and adults.
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I examine how pretrial incarceration outcomes differ for 18-25-year-old emerging adults
compared to 16-17-year-old adolescents and 26-31-year-old adults, focusing specifically on the
effects of individual and neighborhood factors on three outcomes: pretrial length of stay, bail set
at discharge, and likelihood of pretrial readmission for those detained pretrial for the first time. I
argue that age-related differences in outcomes can be explained by a resources-challenges
framework of development which disadvantages 18-25-year-olds over and above adolescents and
adults. The goal of this study is to inform how age is perceived and treated by the criminal legal
system to spur policies and programs that will effectively reduce system contact. Findings from
this study will also provide new and needed insight into the characteristics of people detained
pretrial in one of the nation’s largest jail systems.
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CHAPTER TWO
Emerging Adulthood
The legal system categorizes individuals as juveniles or adults based on chronological age
as well as the understanding that there are clear differences in decision-making and behavioral
patterns between people under and over 18 years (Bonnie et al., 1997; Grisso, 1997; Steinberg &
Scott; 2003). The official demarcation between juvenile and adult began with the establishment of
the first juvenile court in Cook County, Illinois, in 1899 (Butts & Mitchell, 2000). Initially, the
jurisdiction of juvenile courts was based primarily on the concept of parens patriae – the
government as parent. Over time, the rationale behind this bifurcation came to include
determinants of criminal responsibility and culpability that include psychosocial maturity,
cognitive development, and rational decision making (Bonnie et al., 1997; Grisso, 1997; Steinberg
& Scott, 2003). Contrary to the legal boundary between adolescence and adulthood, a body of
research on neuro-psychological and psychosocial development suggests that the passage into
adulthood is gradual and adolescence does not end abruptly at 18 (Farrington et al., 2012; Gardner
& Steinberg, 2005; Scott et al., 2016; Steinberg, 2017; Steinberg & Monahan, 2007).
The lines that distinguish adolescents from adults in terms of risk-taking, cognition, and
brain development are not always clearly defined (Steinberg, 2017). Moreover, when and how
people transition from adolescence to adulthood is shifting in tandem with evolving social and
biological norms. Childhood is ending earlier while adulthood is beginning later so previous
definitions of developmental stages are no longer adequate (Steinberg, 2014). Research on brain
functioning, risk-taking, and cognitive control provide support for revising the existing “bright
line” of age to recognize the transition from adolescence to adulthood as a distinct developmental
stage (Gardner & Steinberg, 2005; Scott et al., 2016; Steinberg, 2008; Steinberg, 2017). The
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present study incorporates these findings with a theory of emerging adulthood to examine agerelated differences in pretrial incarceration outcomes that challenge the existing definitions of age
in the criminal legal system.
Rethinking the Emerging Adulthood Framework
The formulation of emerging adulthood as an intermediate stage of development bridging
adolescence and adulthood was conceived by Arnett in the early 2000s, to conceptualize the lived
experiences of people from late teens to mid-to-late 20s in industrialized societies (Arnett, 2000;
Arnett, 2007). Arnett’s theory sought to address how emerging adulthood differs socially and
developmentally from both adolescence and adulthood by distinguishing it as a standalone
developmental stage characterized by delayed or prolonged milestones rather than a mere period
of transition. During this period, individuals also engage in non-normative decision-making and
behaviors, particularly in identity exploration and formation. These include pursuing short-term
job opportunities, having multiple romantic and sexual partners, experimenting with drugs, and
engaging in risky behaviors in general (Arnett, 2000; Arnett, 2005; Scott et al., 2016; Tanner &
Arnett, 2011). Arnett’s conceptualization of emerging adulthood places significant weight on
shifting socio-economic contexts that delay the passage from adolescence to adulthood.
Arnett’s theory is useful for incorporating nuance into understanding developmental stages
but there are important theoretical and practical limitations (Bynner, 2005; Hendry & Kloep, 2007;
Hendry & Kloep, 2010; Kloep & Hendry, 2011). This study applies a resources-challenges
framework to Arnett’s theory of emerging adulthood, which shifts the focus from individual
characteristics to the interaction between individual characteristics and the systems, institutions,
and social contexts that shape the transition from adolescence to adulthood (Hendry & Kloep, 2007;
Kloep & Hendry, 2011). The resources-challenges framework posits that the transition from
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adolescence to adulthood is a function of the social structures and social dynamics that individuals
live around and within (Bronfenbrenner, 1977; Kloep & Hendry, 2011). Specifically, the passage
from one developmental stage to another is predicated on the evolving challenges presented to
individuals as they age, as well as the resources that are available to them to help overcome those
challenges (Henin & Berman, 2016; O’Connor et al., 2011; Osgood et al., 2010; Stone et al., 2012).
The reformulation of the emerging adulthood framework from individualistic to systemic
is based on two key limitations of Arnett’s theory. First, Arnett’s original emerging adulthood
framework is plagued by the question of universality (Hendry & Kloep, 2007). Research on nonU.S. and non-Western populations find large variations in the age at which different milestones
occur, such as employment, marriage, and childbearing, which are common markers of adulthood
(Arnett, 2003; Bynner, 2005; Evans, 2007; Nelson, Badger, & Wu, 2004). Even within the same
population, the transition from adolescence to adulthood can vary greatly by socioeconomic status
(Hendry & Kloep, 2007). For low- and working-class 18 to 25-year-olds in the U.S. and emerging
adults of color, a prolonged transition period between adolescence and adulthood does not always
exist or is much more protracted because of the need to enter the work force at an earlier age
(Hendry & Kloep, 2010). The focus on individuation also overlooks the role of structural factors
such as socio-economic status, neighborhood, and human and cultural capital (Bynner, 2005).
Second, developmental transitions are not always one-directional. For many people, life
events such as dropping out of high school or going to college, parental illness, unemployment, or
divorce can either expedite or delay the transition from adolescence to adulthood (Evans, 2007;
Hendry & Kloep, 2007; Rutter, 1996). For non-White and non-middle-class individuals, structural
factors can also dictate the timing of transitions and milestones are especially conditioned on
personal, financial, social, and cultural resources as well as social and institutional contexts (Arnett,
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2003; Hendry & Kloep, 2007). In a study on racial/ethnic differences in emerging adulthood
transitions, 59% of Black people and 48% of Latinx people aged 18 to 29 believed they had reached
adulthood, compared to 36% of their White peers (Arnett, 2003). Compared to their White peers,
Black and Latinx young people also had lower educational attainment, were more likely to be
married, and were more likely to have children (Arnett, 2003). Sociocultural differences and
divergent life events bring about experiences during emerging adulthood that necessitate different
skills, perspectives, and self-identity (Nelson & Barry, 2005; Côté, 2000; Hendry & Kloep, 2007).
A Resources-Challenges Model of Emerging Adulthood
The resources-challenges framework of development is based on an ecological approach
that looks at how individuals use resource systems such as biological traits, acquired skills,
relationships, and environment to respond to the challenges that arise along their developmental
trajectory (Bronfenbrenner, 1977; Hendry & Kloep, 2002; Kloep & Hendry, 2011). In his theory
on the ecology of human development, Bronfenbrenner constructs a typography whereby
development is dependent on both a person’s immediate surroundings and the larger social context
in which they are situated. This typography consists of a nested system of microsystems (home,
school, work), mesosystems (interactions among family, school, peers), exosystems
(neighborhoods, institutions, informal social networks), and macrosystems (generalized
prototypes existing in culture or subculture, economic, social, educational, legal, or political
systems at large). The present study offers a theoretical framework that considers all of the above
and further expands the definition of macrosystems to include the criminal legal system, sociolegal definitions of criminal responsibility, the concepts of parens patriae and the age-crime curve,
as well as perceptions of youth delinquency.
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Kloep and Hendry (2011) challenge the traditional concepts of developmental “stages” and
transitions by arguing that pinpointing start and end points of development is a futile endeavor
from both psychological and sociological perspectives. Contrary to stage theorists like Arnett and
colleagues, they argue that development is a function of the interaction between individuals and
their contexts, both of which ebb and flow independently and together at various time points, so
that there is rarely a point where development follows a linear trajectory. For example, a young
person who has acquired the necessary schooling and job experience to be independent but still
lives with parents may be delayed in acquiring the skills needed to take on adult roles and
responsibilities (Hendry & Kloep, 2002; Kloep & Hendry, 2011). Contrary to socio-developmental
theories, they argue that sociocultural forces that define the beginnings and ends of stages (e.g.,
adolescence and adulthood) are too context-dependent and are not universal in practice. For
example, the age at which people can vote, drive, marry, or purchase alcohol varies from one
country to another and sometimes within a country (ACE Electoral Knowledge Network; Bynner,
2005; International Alliance for Responsible Drinking, 2020; World Heritage Encyclopedia). In
the U.S., another stark example of the difficulty of standardizing developmental stages is the
variation in age of adult criminal responsibility across states, ranging from 17 to 24 years (Zang,
2017).
The relationship between resource systems and challenge systems is another important
aspect of the systems theory of development. Kloep and Hendry (2011) argue that since both
resource and challenge systems are open systems, neither can be defined without the other and
rather than examining each system in isolation, the importance of the two lies in their interaction.
Resource systems can comprise biological resources such as cognitive control and reasoning
abilities; sociological resources such as physical environment, educational attainment, and human
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capital; and institutional resources such as access to health care and the constitutional right to due
process (Hendry & Kloep, 2002; 2007; Kloep & Hendry, 2011). Many of these can simultaneously
be challenge systems depending on accessibility and the contexts in which they are situated.
For example, participation in team sports is commonly viewed as beneficial to adolescent
development because it fosters positive relationships, skills and competencies, and autonomy
(Peck, Vida, & Eccles, 2008). However, research shows that it can also promote negative behaviors
such as underage alcohol use in adolescence and heavy drinking in adulthood (Peck et al., 2008).
Family and neighborhood factors can also represent both resources and challenges (Brodsky, 1999;
Chung & Steinberg, 2006). In a study on resilience, African American single mothers cited family
and neighborhood factors as sources of both stress and support (Brodsky, 1999). While living close
to family can offer economic and emotional support for many, some women described contentious
relationships with their own mothers as a source of stress and others felt that siblings presented
additional burdens (Brodsky, 1999). Similarly, Chung and Steinberg (2006) found that
neighborhood factors can both promote and corrode prosocial behavior among young people.
While concentrated poverty and neighborhood disorder expectedly predicted greater association
with deviant peers, social cohesion had a similar effect because neighborhood social cohesion
extended to deviant peer groups (Chung & Steinberg, 2006).
Age Differences in Resources and Challenges
Compared to adolescence and adulthood, the challenges of emerging adulthood are more
difficult to overcome because of deficits to resource systems (Farrington et al., 2012; Henin &
Berman, 2016; Osgood et al., 2010; Stone et al., 2012). While emerging adults are purportedly
more cognitively developed than adolescents and thus have more biological resources, they face
additional challenges such as pressure to fulfill adult responsibilities and roles such as marriage,

14

parenthood, labor market participation, and civic engagement (Estrada-Martínez et al., 2012;
O’Connor et al., 2011). Further, institutional support diminishes once individuals transition out of
childhood so that social services such as physical and mental health care, and special education
programs intended to support vulnerable populations often exclude individuals transitioning from
adolescence to adulthood (Farrington et al., 2012; Osgood et al., 2010). On the other hand, while
adults may more responsibilities compared to emerging adults such as caring for children and
elderly relatives, as well as greater societal pressures, they are also more likely to have personal
resources such as a steady income and job experience, as well as social support through
professional networks and intimate relationships (Farrington et al., 2012).
The discrepancy between resources and challenges during emerging adulthood is further
widened among vulnerable groups such as people in frequent contact with the criminal legal
system. For many system-involved emerging adults, dimensions of structural disadvantage
including poverty and neighborhood disorganization add to individual risk factors such as age,
race and ethnicity, and gender to compound the impact of criminal legal system contact (Rose &
Clear, 1998). Compared to adolescents and adults, justice-involved emerging adults are often left
with smaller support networks and fewer resources to help them successfully navigate the criminal
legal system (Aizer & Doyle, 2015; Berg & Heubner, 2011; Lochner, 2004; Martinez & Abrams,
2013; Osgood et al., 2010).
However, there may also be a reciprocal relationship between neighborhood characteristics
and criminal legal system involvement (Rose & Clear, 1998). Specifically, incarceration may
affect neighborhoods’ ability to exert informal social control by removing people and resources
from familial, economic, and political systems. If incarceration fractures the family unit, informal
social control may decline (De Coster, Heimer, & Wittrock, 2006; Lee & McLanahan, 2015). If
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incarceration removes working-aged men and women from the labor market, families and
communities can lose important economic resources (Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2011; McNulty
& Bellair, 2003). Furthermore, if incarceration disrupts larger social networks, communities may
be less able to organize and exert social control (Ford & Schroeder, 2010; Runell, 2017). Under
these circumstances, incarceration within a neighborhood may increase delinquency or criminal
behavior among young people.
The present study uses the resources-challenges framework of emerging adulthood to
examine whether individual risk factors and structural disadvantage explains differences in
criminal legal outcomes between adolescents, emerging adults, and adults. Specifically, I argue
that while adolescents, emerging adults, and adults in the criminal legal system may have similar
challenges such as substance use, prior offenses, and severity of charges, they diverge in available
resources. I hypothesize that for justice-involved emerging adults in particular, this will lead to
greater disadvantage in two main areas. First, emerging adults are perceived as being at a higher
risk of offending compared to adolescents and adults and therefore receive more punitive treatment
by the criminal legal system. Research on the relationship between age and crime finds that arrest
rates for violent and non-violent offenses peak between ages 18 and 25 (Piquero et al., 2002).
Individuals with a first adult conviction between ages 18 and 25 are also more likely to have
juvenile records compared to those first convicted at a later age (Farrington et al., 2012; McGee &
Farrington, 2010).
Second, emerging adults lack the agency and necessary resources to advocate for better
case outcomes. In contrast, adolescents are typically not expected to fulfill adult roles and are more
likely to be given leniency by system actors or be provided institutional support and services such
as gang prevention programming, rehabilitation services, and resources for school completion
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(Grisso, 1997; Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2019; Osgood et al., 2010;
Ropert v. Simmons, 2005). On the other hand, while adults may have less access to institutional
support compared to adolescents, they are more likely than emerging adults to have cognitive and
financial resources, social capital, and larger social networks, which can be used to achieve better
criminal legal outcomes (Aizer & Doyle, 2015; Lochner, 2004). Supreme Court decisions over the
previous two decades added protections to the due process rights of adolescents in response to the
idea that adolescents in the criminal legal system were doubly disadvantaged by inadequate
procedural safeguards and opportunities for effective rehabilitation (Fondacaro, 2014). In this
study, I argue that while the current system recognizes the unique needs of children and adolescents,
emerging adults are now the group receiving the “worst of both worlds”: neither the due process
protections given to adults nor the care and treatment expected for children (Fondacaro, 2014; Kent
v. United States, 1966).
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CHAPTER THREE
Cognitive and Psychosocial Development
Much of the policy and legal discourse around criminal responsibility and culpability
among young people rests on differences in brain development (Bonnie et al., 1997; Grisso, 1997;
Steinberg & Scott, 2003). The distinct line between adolescents and adults is based on brain
research that points to deficits in areas of cognitive functioning such as risk-taking, impulse control,
and emotion regulation that affect decision-making and perceptions of young people’s culpability
(Burnett et al., 2011; Casey, Jones, & Hare, 2008; Gee et al., 2013; Guyer et al., 2008; Monk et
al., 2004; Steinberg & Cauffman, 1999). In other words, adolescents who break the law are treated
differently and separately from adults because their actions are likely overly influenced by factors
outside their control or are less able to fully understand the consequences of these actions (Bonnie
et al., 1997; Grisso, 1997; Steinberg & Cauffman, 1999; Steinberg & Scott, 2003).
Research on age differences in cognitive functioning has focused primarily on distinctions
between adolescents and adults (Burnett et al., 2011; Casey et al., 2008; Gee et al., 2013; Guyer et
al., 2008; Monk et al., 2003). Other, more recent, research on brain development has examined
more nuanced age gradations, focusing on developmental processes during the transition from
adolescence into adulthood (Cauffman et al., 2010; Pharo et al., 2011; Steinberg, 2014; You et al.,
2019). There is also support for reconceptualizing cognitive development as a non-linear process
without abrupt, and perhaps arbitrary, age delineations (Gardner & Steinberg, 2005; Steinberg,
2008; Steinberg, 2017; Steinberg & Monahan, 2007). Research also expands age differences in
development beyond cognition to psychosocial process such as susceptibility to peer influence and
social exclusion (Grigsby et al., 2007; Peake et al., 2013; Smith et al., 2014; Steinberg & Monahan,
2007; Whitbourne et al., 2009; Windsor & Anstey, 2010). This work forms the basis of many
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landmark cases that reconsider issues of legal culpability among adolescents compared to adults
(Graham v. Florida, 2010; Miller v. Alabama, 2012; Roper v. Simmons, 2005). Nevertheless, both
the law and science remain equivocal on how age should be factored into legal decisions and there
is some criticism around the types of scientific evidence currently being used (Fondacaro, 2014).
The present study advances the perspective that the treatment and outcomes of individuals in the
criminal legal system should align with a more comprehensive understanding of age and
development-related needs.
This study also posits that age differences in cognitive and psychosocial development form
one of the pillars of the resources-challenges approach to age differences in criminal legal
outcomes. An individual’s ability to control impulses or regulate emotional responses to negative
stimuli can prevent or increase the risk of offending and recidivism and can hinder or help
individuals navigate an adversarial system. Variation in psychosocial processes such as
susceptibility to peer influence and response to social exclusion can also protect against or
engender negative criminal legal outcomes. Further, the interplay between cognitive and
psychosocial development may be especially consequential among emerging adults who, as some
research suggests, may not follow previously established developmental trajectories (Gardner &
Steinberg, 2005; Steinberg, 2008; Steinberg & Monahan, 2017).
Adolescent versus Adult Culpability
Research on age in the criminal legal system frames the issues of culpability or
blameworthiness around evidence from developmental research (Bonnie et al., 1997; Grisso, 1997;
Steinberg & Cauffman, 1999; Steinberg & Scott, 2003). This work is the basis for three landmark
Supreme Court cases that overturned prior legal standards and have defined the parameters of
juvenile justice. First, Roper v. Simmons (2005) held that the imposition of the death penalty on
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people under the age of 18 violates constitutional prohibitions against “cruel and unusual
punishments” (U.S. Const. amend. VIII; U.S. Const. amend. XIV). Similarly, in Graham v.
Florida (2010), the Court held that the Eighth Amendment’s cruel and unusual punishments clause
extends to life in prison without parole (LWOP) for youth convicted of non-homicide crimes. And
in Miller v. Alabama (2012), the Graham decision was expanded to include young people
convicted of homicide. In both Roper and Graham, the Court ruled that greater immaturity,
vulnerability, and malleability clearly distinguish youth from adults in terms of culpability and
blameworthiness as well as the ability to change behavior in the future.
According to Roper (2005), adolescents cannot be held to adult standards of culpability
based on two factors. First, adolescents lack cognitive maturity and have an underdeveloped sense
of responsibility which elevates “recklessness, impulsivity, and heedless risk-taking,” therefore
mitigating adolescents’ blameworthiness (Steinberg & Scott, 2003). Second, adolescents’ ability
to make rational decisions during court proceedings can be hindered by greater susceptibility to
outside influences (Steinberg & Scott, 2003). Together, these factors strongly challenge the
fairness and proportionality of imposing the same types of punishment to adolescents and adults,
even for serious violent offenses.
Age Differences in Cognitive Functioning
Advances in brain imaging technology has allowed greater understanding of the
relationship between age and cognition. Using functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI),
researchers are able to examine changes in brain functioning at different developmental stages and
find clear age-related differences in prefrontal and orbitofrontal development, limbic system
maturity (i.e., emotion regulation and memory) relative to prefrontal control (i.e., decision-making
and impulse control), and neurological responses to emotional stimuli (Casey et al., 2008;
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Cauffman et al., 2010; Gardner & Steinberg, 2005; Gee et al., 2013; Guyer et al., 2008; Pharo, et
al., 2011; Steinberg, 2008; Steinberg, 2017; You et al., 2019). A key finding from this work is that
adolescents and adults exhibit significant differences in their ability regulate decision-making and
emotional responses to stimuli, which can explain divergent behavioral outcomes (Cauffman et al.,
2010; Gardner & Steinberg, 2005; Pharo et al., 2011; You et al., 2019).
Risk-taking
A number of fMRI studies highlight two important characteristics of age differences in
risk-taking. First, there is a quadratic rather than linear relationship between age and risky
decision-making, whereby adolescents show greater risk-taking compared to both children and
adults, which is associated with heightened amygdala activation during adolescence (Casey et al.,
2008). Second, adolescent risk-taking is not simply the result of an underdeveloped prefrontal
cortex. Rather, it is a function of the competing demands of multiple cognitive processes controlled
by the prefrontal and limbic systems (Casey et al., 2008; Cauffman et al., 2010; Pharo et al., 2011;
Steinberg, 2008).
In a study on age differences in affective decision-making, risk-taking was found to be
closely linked to activation of parts of the limbic system that respond to rewards and punishment
(Cauffman et al., 2010). Participants in mid-to-late adolescence had the greatest propensity toward
risk-taking due to heightened sensitivity to rewards, while older participants aged 18 to 30 were
increasingly risk averse due to greater sensitivity to punishment (Cauffman et al., 2010). These
findings suggest that decision-making during adolescence, especially risky decisions, is based
mostly on potential benefits rather than costs while older individuals consider both and costs often
outweigh benefits (Cauffman et al., 2010). Notably, this study combined emerging adults with
adults in their comparisons.
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Age differences in risk-taking can also be explained by activation of parts of the prefrontal
cortex responsible for executive control and inhibition (Pharo et al., 2011). In a study examining
the relationship between risky behaviors, personality factors, and executive functioning, 13-17year-olds reported higher levels of smoking and overall risk-taking compared to 18-22-year-olds.
Subsequent neuropsychological testing revealed that greater risk-taking among the younger
participants was associated with poorer impulse control and more risky personality traits including
sensation-seeking and aggression (Pharo et al., 2011).
Nevertheless, there is reason to believe that change in risky decision-making from
adolescence to adulthood involves more complex processes that may not be linear (Casey et al.,
2008; Gardner & Steinberg, 2005; Steinberg, 2008). While there appears to be an overall decline
in risk-taking between adolescence and adulthood, 18-22-year-olds are found in many instances to
exhibit more risky decision-making compared to both younger and older individuals (Gardner &
Steinberg, 2005; Pharo et al., 2011). Gardner & Steinberg (2005) found that White 18-22-yearolds scored higher on a risk-taking task compared to White 13-16-year-olds and White participants
over 24. Furthermore, Pharo et al. (2011) found that 18-22-year-olds exhibited more real-life risky
behaviors including drug-taking, risky sexual behavior, and risk driving compared to 13-17-yearolds.
There is also evidence that logical reasoning and information processing abilities among
adolescents, including the evaluation of costs and benefits, are comparable to adults, yet
adolescents still exhibit more risk-taking behaviors (Steinberg, 2008). These divergent findings
suggest the presence of other processes that are mediating the relationship between cognition and
decision-making. One explanation is that although comprehension of the costs and benefits of risky
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behaviors is improving in adolescence, the ability to suppress emotional response to stimuli,
particularly negative stimuli, is still underdeveloped (Casey et al., 2008).
Emotion regulation
In addition to prefrontal cortical and limbic system processes, age differences in decisionmaking are associated with differences in the ability to regulate emotional responses to positive or
negative stimuli (Gee et al., 2013; Guyer et al., 2008; Monk et al., 2003; You et al., 2019). Indeed,
although executive functioning improves in a relatively linear trajectory from adolescence to
adulthood, emotion regulation is not necessarily developing in parallel (Casey et al., 2008). As a
result, younger individuals between the ages of 4 and 18, or those with poorer emotion regulation
are more likely to base decision-making on emotions rather than logic and as a result are more
likely to experience adverse outcomes (Gee et al., 2013; Guyer et al., 2008; Monk et al., 2003;
You et al., 2019).
In studies on age differences in neural responses to emotional stimuli, children and
adolescents aged 9 to 17 are found to have greater activation of the amygdala in response to fearful
faces, while adults have similar neurological responses to both neutral and fearful faces (Guyer et
al., 2008; Monk et al., 2003). In other words, young people have greater difficulty regulating
behaviors and emotions in the presence of stimuli that elicit negative emotions. Furthermore,
people over 18 have stronger amygdala-hippocampus connectivity, which is associated with
stronger cognitive and affective processes such as memory, attention, and emotion perception (Gee
et al., 2013; Guyer et al., 2008; Monk et al., 2013). As a result, with age, people are better at
regulating behaviors and decisions based on how much cognitive attention a stimuli or task
requires, rather than what emotions are attached (Monk et al., 2003; You et al., 2019).
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Research on cognitive functioning provide evidence for how adolescents and adults differ
in decision-making and risk-taking behaviors, but also leave some phenomena unexplained.
Specifically, why some cognitive functioning and behavioral outcomes deviate from the expected
trajectory, especially during emerging adulthood (Gardner & Steinberg, 2005; Pharo et al., 2011).
One hypothesis is that during this period, cognitive processes are strongly impacted by
psychosocial processes including susceptibility to peer influence and social exclusion (Falk et al.,
2014; Peake et al., 2013; Pharo et al., 2011; Smith et al., 2014).
Age Differences in Psychosocial Development
The relationship between cognitive functioning and behavioral outcomes is strongly
mediated by psychosocial processes. Psychosocial development involves processes shaped by
social interactions and how the self fits into the larger social environment (Whitbourne et al., 2009;
Windsor & Anstey, 2010). The effects of social exclusion and peer influence are particularly
important for understanding age differences in development (Falk et al., 2014; Peake et al., 2013;
Sebastian et al., 2011; Smith et al., 2014; Steinberg & Monahan, 2007; Twenge et al., 2001). For
example, peer influence can increase activation of brain regions that regulate the valuation and
processing of rewards (Smith et al., 2014). Meanwhile, the ability to combat the distressing effects
of social exclusion is associated with limbic system functioning (Falk et al., 2014; Peake et al.,
2013; Sebastian et al., 2011).
Peer Influence
fMRI studies on the relationship between peer influence and risk-taking find that resistance
(or susceptibility) to peer influence is associated with the prefrontal cortex and limbic system (Falk
et al., 2014; Peake et al., 2013; Smith et al., 2014). Adolescents who had higher resistance to peer
influence showed greater activation in the inferior prefrontal cortex, which is associated with
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cognitive control and emotion regulation (Peake et al., 2013). In other words, they are better at
rational decision-making. Conversely, adolescents with lower resistance to peer influence shower
greater activation in the right temporoparietal junction: a region connected to the limbic system
that controls mentalizing and attention-shifting (Falk et al., 2014; Peake et al., 2013). In other
words, they are more sensitive to judgement from other people.
As with most developmental processes, resistance to peer influence is not a stable trait, and
change in resistance is conditioned on a number of factors (Grigsby et al., 2017; Steinberg &
Monahan, 2007). Steinberg and Monahan (2007) found that resistance to peer influence increases
linearly during middle adolescence (14-18 years), but growth slows down and plateaus from age
20 to 30. The authors posit that adolescent growth in resistance is initially triggered by increased
autonomy from parents but then slows down during early adulthood as a result of greater selfidentity (Steinberg & Monahan, 2007). Similarly, Grigsby et al. (2017) argue that emerging adults
aged 19 to 22 are less susceptible to peer influence than adolescents aged 14 to 17 due to a more
defined sense of self.
Age differences in resistance to peer influence subsequently translate to differences in
decision-making and behavioral outcomes (Grigsby et al., 2017; Smith et al., 2014). In the
presence of peers, 14-19-year-olds are more likely to take risks compared to 25-35-year-olds, and
when those risks lead to reward, they exhibit greater neurological responses (Smith et al., 2014).
As a result, adolescents may be more inclined to continue making risky decisions in order to
experience further gratification (Smith et al., 2014). This is supported by the finding that peer
substance use is more predictive of alcohol and drug use in adolescence than in emerging
adulthood (Grigsby et al., 2017).
Social Exclusion
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Adolescents may also be more compelled to take risks in the presence of peers to avoid the
negative emotional effects of social exclusion. Susceptibility to peer influence and its subsequent
outcomes are often interwoven with how individuals respond to social exclusion. While exposure
to social exclusion alone can elicit strong cognitive and emotional responses in people of all
developmental stages, it also has mediating effects on the relationship between peer influence,
decision-making, behavior, and brain functioning (Falk et al., 2014; Löckenhoff et al., 2013; Peake
et al., 2013; Sebastian et al., 2011; Twenge et al., 2001). Furthermore, the role of social exclusion
is particularly important for understanding how the effects of peer influence on decision-making
and behavior vary by age (Falk et al., 2014; Peake et al., 2013; Sebastian et al., 2011).
Research on the role of social exclusion in decision-making and cognitive functioning
typically focuses on individuals’ cognitive and emotional sensitivity to acceptance or rejection by
others (Falk et al., 2014; Peake et al., 2014; Twenge et al., 2001). Studies show that social inclusion
is generally associated with lower emotional distress while social exclusion leads to higher
emotional distress by activating the areas of the limbic system that detect social pain (Falk et al.,
2014; Sebastian et al., 2011). Even the perception of rejection or social exclusion can lead to more
aggressive behavior and greater risk-taking due to reduced rational decision-making (Falk et al.,
2014; Peake et al., 2013; Twenge et al., 2001). These effects are particularly strong among
adolescents. Sebastian et al. (2011) found that social exclusion elicits greater emotional distress
among 14-16-year-olds compared to 23-39-year-olds. Furthermore, compared to adults,
adolescents experience a wider range of emotional responses to both social exclusion and inclusion
(Sebastian et al., 2011).
Social exclusion also has important mediating effects on how peer influence shapes
decision-making and behavior, particularly risk-taking among adolescents. Studies examining the
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relationship between social exclusion and risk-taking in behavioral and neurological contexts
found that 14-17-year-olds with greater susceptibility or less resistance to peer influence are more
likely to make risky decisions after experiencing social exclusion compared to those who are less
susceptible to peer influence (Falk et al., 2014; Peake et al., 2013). These differences are due in
part to greater neural activity in the brain’s social pain network in response to social exclusion
(Falk et al., 2014).
There is a wealth of knowledge on how cognitive and psychosocial processes impact
decision-making and behavior during adolescence and adulthood. Nevertheless, many aspects of
age differences in development remain unclear. Notably, most existing studies either examine
narrow age ranges, compare only adolescents and adults (e.g., 14-16-year-olds compared to 2339-year-olds), subsume 18-25-year-olds under adult categories, categorize 18-year-olds as
adolescents and those over 19 as adults, or exclude this age range completely (Cauffman et al.,
2010; Falk et al., 2014; Peake et al., 2013; Sebastian et al., 2011; Smith et al., 2014). Further, many
studies assume that both cognitive and psychosocial development evolves linearly with from
adolescence to adulthood, which masks important variations that may exist during this period
(Guyer et al., 2008; Monk et al., 2003; Sebastian et al., 2011). A more comprehensive
understanding of age-related differences in brain functioning and socio-cognitive developmental
requires nuanced age comparison with a greater recognition of emerging adulthood as an important
developmental stage.
The present study assumes that cognitive and psychosocial processes are simultaneously
at play in explaining why emerging adults receive the “worst of both worlds” compared to
adolescents and adults when navigating the criminal legal system (Fondacaro, 2014). First, several
processes including decision-making and emotion regulation are not fully developed until the mid-
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20s, and research shows that in some respects, emerging adults are developmentally more similarly
to adolescents than older individuals. Despite evidence of reduced cognitive maturity and rational
decision-making, the criminal legal system continues to consider emerging adults to be as culpable
and blameworthy as adults. Further, emerging adults may be more vulnerable than both
adolescents and adults in terms of risk-taking, especially when the decision to engage in risky
behavior interacts with peer influence.
Under the resources-challenges framework, these processes represent the individual-level
resources and challenges that set emerging adults apart from adolescents and adults. For example,
the ability to make rational decisions such as whether to engage in illegal behavior can be
compromised in the presence of negative peer influence or under the threat of social exclusion.
Individual-level resources and challenges then interact with external factors that make up the rest
of the resources-challenges framework. These external factors are represented by neighborhood
characteristics such as poverty, unemployment, and social capital.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Neighborhood Context and Structural Disadvantage
The resources-challenges framework proposed in this study posits that both resources and
challenges are not just internal characteristics such as cognitive functioning, but are also
characteristics in the individuals’ surroundings, especially their immediate neighborhoods. This
study posits that neighborhood-level resources and challenges indirectly influence the jail
incarceration. Specifically, outcomes are exacerbated or ameliorated by the degree to which
neighborhoods can provide social or material support to people as they navigate the criminal legal
system in general, and the pretrial process in particular. Furthermore, I propose that the effects of
neighborhood-level resources and challenges vary between adolescents, emerging adults, and
adults, because of underlying differences in development and other individual-level characteristics.
The role of neighborhoods in crime, delinquency, and other individual-level social and
behavioral outcomes is well-documented and existing research points to different pathways
through which neighborhood effects can manifest. One pathway suggests that neighborhood
disadvantage including low socioeconomic status and family disruption reduces social cohesion
and informal social control, which in turn increases rates of offending and victimization (Sampson
& Groves, 1989; Sampson et al., 1997). Another suggests that the effect of neighborhood
disadvantage on delinquency and other behavioral outcomes is mediated by supervision and
attachment (Sampson & Laub, 1994).
Evidence also suggests that the impact of neighborhood context varies depending on
developmental stage. Numerous studies show that children and adolescents are particularly
susceptible to neighborhood disadvantage (Brown & Rinelli, 2010; Caspi et al., 1998; Heuveline
& Weinshenker, 2008; Kohen et al., 2002; Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2011; McNulty & Bellair,
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2003; Sharkey & Elwert, 2011; Vanfossen et al., 2010; Wang, Mears, & Bales, 2010). Specifically,
measures of disadvantage such as poverty, unemployment, family structure, informal social
control, and educational success can lead to higher rates of risk-taking behavior, aggression, and
delinquency, and contact with the criminal legal system. Furthermore, the interaction between
individual risk factors (e.g., behavioral disorders and self-control) and neighborhood
characteristics (e.g., sources of formal and informal social control) may explain within-person
changes in offending (Sampson & Laub, 2005).
In this study, I take a multidimensional approach to neighborhood disadvantage by
considering components of disadvantage independently. In previous research, varying factors are
used to measure neighborhood disadvantage. Common measures include rates of poverty,
unemployment, racial/ethnic heterogeneity, residential mobility, and collective efficacy (Elliott et
al., 1996; Sampson et al., 2000). Moreover, findings show that the effects of neighborhood
disadvantage on individual outcomes are not uniform across these various measures. This study
focuses on measures of poverty, employment, family structure, and educational attainment, and
whether they interact with age to influence pretrial incarceration outcomes.
Poverty
Poverty, often defined using census measures including household income and public
assistance utilization, is a robust indicator of cumulative disadvantage. People living in and among
poverty are more likely to experience numerous negative life outcomes including persistent
unemployment, high prevalence of mental and physical health issues, high rates of drug use,
victimization and offending, and greater contact with the criminal legal system (Boardman &
Robert, 2000; Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2011; McNulty & Bellair, 2003; Sampson et al., 1997).
Research on how poverty alone affects people at different developmental stages focuses on
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children and adolescence and there is a paucity of work on the impact of neighborhood poverty on
emerging adults.
The negative effects of family and neighborhood poverty can be particularly profound for
children and adolescents. For example, the interaction of parental and neighborhood poverty is
found to have multigenerational effects on the cognitive abilities of 5-18-year-olds (Sharkey &
Elwert, 2011). Specifically, reading and math scores decreases by around six points after two
successive generations of high parental and neighborhood poverty. Kohen and colleagues (2002)
also found significant negative effects of neighborhood poverty on children’s verbal ability. Higher
levels of neighborhood poverty (defined as the percentage of families earning less than $20,000),
was associated with lower receptive verbal ability scores among 4-5-year-olds, even after
controlling for individual, maternal, and household characteristics (Kohen et al., 2002).
Behavior can also be susceptible to the effects of poverty. Children and adolescents from
neighborhoods with higher levels of poverty are more likely to engage in violence and delinquent
behaviors including theft and property damage (Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2011; McNulty &
Bellair, 2003). Further, instability in neighborhood poverty can further exacerbate these problem
behaviors. Children and adolescents aged 6 to 15 from moderate- and high-poverty neighborhoods
with fluctuating levels of poverty exhibit more problem behaviors compared to peers from
neighborhoods with high but stable levels of poverty (Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2011).
Employment
Most research include neighborhood employment rates and income in aggregate measures
of disadvantage or broader definitions of concentrated disadvantage (Elliott et al., 1996; McNulty
& Bellair, 2003; Sampson et al., 1997). Nevertheless, some research finds independent effects of
neighborhood employment on a range of outcomes among people at different development stages,
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including self-efficacy, aggression, and recidivism (Boardman & Roberts, 2000; Kohen et al., 2002;
Vanfossen et al., 2010; Wang et al., 2010).
In a study using data from Canada’s National Longitudinal Survey of Children and Youth,
higher levels of neighborhood unemployment (among 15-24-year-olds) were associated with more
behavioral problems among children aged 4 and 5, due to inadequate supervision and lower levels
of informal social control (Kohen et al., 2002). In a longitudinal study of children in Baltimore,
higher neighborhood unemployment (among adult men) was associated with more aggressive
behavior for first grade girls but not for boys (Vanfossen et al., 2010). However, for girls and boys,
higher neighborhood unemployment was associated with a decline in aggressive behavior over
time between first and seventh grade. While the direct effect of neighborhood unemployment on
children’s aggressive behavior was not strong, the authors hypothesize that the trajectory of
aggression is a function of the effect that unemployment has on family structure. Specifically, that
a shortage of jobs may increase the prevalence of single-parent, female-headed households, which
may contribute to social disorganization (Vanfossen et al., 2010).
Among older individuals, neighborhood employment is shown to significantly impact
perceptions of self-efficacy among the general population and on employment and recidivism
outcomes among formerly incarcerated individuals (Boardman & Robert, 2000; Wang et al., 2010).
In a study of adults over 60 using data from the Americans’ Changing Lives Survey (ACL),
researchers found that people who lived in neighborhoods with higher levels of unemployment
scored lower on measures of self-efficacy, even after controlling for individual socioeconomic
characteristics (Boardman & Robert, 2000). Notably, neighborhood unemployment predicted
individual self-efficacy just as strongly as individual unemployment. These findings suggest that
regardless of individual socioeconomic status, the availability of economic resources in one’s
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immediate community has major implications for individual’s sense of autonomy and self-efficacy
(Boardman & Robert, 2000).
Likewise, neighborhood employment provides important resources that aid in the
successful reentry of formerly incarcerated adults. Among Black men (aged 32.29 years on average)
released from Florida prisons, a 1-percent increase in county-level Black male unemployment
increases the odds of being reconvicted for a violent felony by 4 percent within two years postrelease (Wang et al., 2010). In contrast, among similarly aged White men released from Florida
prisons, a 1-percent increase in White male employment in the manufacturing sector decreases the
odds of violent felony reconviction by 5 percent (Wang et al., 2010). The authors hypothesize that
formerly incarcerated Black men are more susceptible to the effects of unemployment because
they generally have greater individual-level disadvantage, and lower levels of social capital (Wang
et al., 2010).
Family Structure
Family structure is often combined with measures of poverty to define cumulative
disadvantage and may lead to more detrimental outcomes than neighborhood poverty, especially
among young people. Dimensions of family structure include the prevalence of single-parent
families, female-headed households, and unstable parental relationships. Research shows that
children from fractured families, or those living in single-parent households are at higher risk of
negative life outcomes, particularly in adolescence and early adulthood, and that people from
female-headed, single-parent families are more likely to experience persistent poverty (Caspi et
al., 1998; Heuveline & Weinshenker, 2008). A study from the early 2000s found that over half of
all U.S. children living in female-headed, single-parent households lived in poverty, the highest
among 15 developed nations (Heuveline & Weinshenker, 2008). Moreover, children who grow up
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in single-parent homes or around high levels of parental conflict are significantly more likely to
experience sustained unemployment in late-adolescence and early adulthood (Caspi et al., 1998).
Besides economic outcomes, family structure also affects short- and long-term behavioral
outcomes. Children and adolescents living in single-parent households or with stepfamilies are 1.5
to 2.5 times more likely to smoke, drink alcohol, or both, compared to those who live with married
biological parents (Brown & Rinelli, 2010). Further, adolescents from female-headed, singleparent families have higher levels of marijuana use compared to those from dual-parent families
(Hemovich, Lac, & Crano, 2011). Researchers cite a lack of familial support and supervision as
triggers for engaging in risky or illegal activities.
The effect of family structure on individual outcomes also extends to violence, offending,
and contact with the criminal legal system. Indeed, the lack of support and stability that can result
from fractured families can push individuals to seek support from deviant peers thus increasing
rates of violence and offending (De Coster et al., 2006; Lee & McLanahan, 2015). Young people
from female-headed, single-parent households are more than 20% more likely to engage in
violence compared to peers from intact families (De Coster et al., 2006). Those living in singleparent households are also more likely to socialize with older peers, and those who engage in rulebreaking or risky behavior, and subsequently engage in more rule-breaking or aggressive behavior
themselves (Lee & McLanahan, 2015). However, high levels of collective supervision and
cohesiveness among extended family members can have a protective effect (De Coster et al., 2006).
These findings from the general population have important implications for the effect of
family structure on young people in the criminal legal system. While there is little evidence that
living in single-parent households has a direct effect on crime and other criminal legal outcomes,
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cursory surveys find that people who grew up in single-parent families are overrepresented in
“justice-involved” populations (Murry, Williams, & Salekin, 2006).
Social Capital Through Educational Attainment
Individual outcomes can also be profoundly impacted by access to and availability of social
capital, which can encompass social networks, social and civic engagement, and adherence to
conventional norms and values (Putnam, 1995; Portes, 1998). In turn, neighborhoods with greater
degrees of social capital have lower levels of disorganization, which protects from the negative
impact of poverty and other markers of disadvantage (Rose & Clear, 1998). The theory of social
capital posits that the degree to which people feel connected to others determines how much we
trust each other, which in turn determines our level of civic engagement (Putnam, 1995). However,
the exact sources of social capital are difficult to pinpoint due to a lack of consensus within the
literature, ranging from internalized social norms to community networks, to parental and kin
support (Rupasingha et al., 2006; Portes, 1998). Regardless, the existence of social capital is
particularly important for vulnerable or disenfranchised populations, including young people at
risk of criminal legal system contact, as well as those trying to navigate life upon returning from
incarceration (Ford & Schroeder, 2010; Martinez & Abrams, 2013; Rose & Clear, 1998). Among
returning adolescents and young adults, social capital is associated with access to material
resources such as accommodation, financial aid, and employment opportunities that reduce the
risk of reoffending (Berg & Huebner, 2011; Martinez & Abrams, 2013).
Despite the varying definitions, research shows that educational attainment is an important
mechanism through which people acquire social capital (Ford & Schroeder, 2010; Runell, 2017;
Rupasingha et al., 2006). Educational attainment is also shown to mediate the relationship between
social capital and individual outcomes (Ford & Schroeder, 2010). In fact, research finds that
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education is consistently the strongest predictor of social capital in communities across the US,
above factors including income, employment, community attachment, marriage, and home
ownership (Rupasingha et al., 2006).
In a criminal legal context, not only is education itself a predictor of crime desistance, but
educational attainment as a mechanism for acquiring social capital appears to reengage formerly
incarcerated individuals to conventional societal norms and aspirations (Ford & Schroeder, 2010).
Among a cohort of formerly incarcerated young adults aged 21 to 27, those who were more
invested in pursuing higher education post-release were more likely to desist from offending in
later adulthood, regardless of criminal history (Ford & Schroeder, 2010). In contrast, neither
marriage nor employment had a significant impact on adult offending, emphasizing the primacy
of education in procuring social capital. For formerly incarcerated young adults returning to the
community, continuing education serves as a positive catalyst for change that jumpstarts the
process toward desistance (Runell, 2017).
In this study, I focus on whether the interaction between neighborhood characteristics and
age explains variation in incarceration outcomes between adolescents, emerging adults, and adults.
While little is known about the impact of neighborhood disadvantage on jail outcomes specifically,
neighborhood context can impact individual outcomes, particularly during vulnerable periods of
development and transition (Brown & Rinelli, 2010; Caspi et al., 1998; De Coster et al., 2006;
Heuveline & Weinshenker, 2008; Lee & McLanahan, 2015; Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2011;
McNulty & Bellair, 2003; Sharkey & Elwert, 2011). Because neighborhood-level poverty,
unemployment, family structure, and social capital are associated with increased risk of aggression,
violence, and offending behaviors, these factors may impact individual’s risk of continued
offending post-incarceration and their success in returning to the community. I posit that people in
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pretrial detention who have greater access to social, structural, and financial support in the
community are more successful at navigating the pretrial process including access to legal
representation, which can directly influence how their case is processed and improve outcomes
such as length of stay and discharge bail. Furthermore, I hypothesize that these effects will be
particularly strong among young people, especially emerging adults, due to continued deficits in
cognitive and psycho-social development.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Pretrial Jail Incarceration
With its status as the “front door” of the criminal legal system, jail is one of the first points
of contact that people have with the carceral system. Nevertheless, jail populations are generally
understudied, and the characteristics and outcomes of pretrial populations have been overlooked
by researchers and policymakers until recently. In contrast, prison has dominated the carceral
literature since the proliferation of mass incarceration in the United States. While prison
populations and imprisonment rates have declined across the country, jail populations have
declined less consistently, even increasing in some parts of the country (Kaeble & Cowhig, 2018;
Kang-Brown et al., 2018; Maruschak & Minton, 2020; Mauer & Ghandnoosh, 2014).
Shift from Prison to Jail Incarceration Research
Nationally, the total number of incarcerated people (in prison and jail) fell by 8.1% from
2,310,300 in 2008 to 2,123,100 in 2018 and was almost entirely due to the decline in the prison
population (by almost 9% from 1,608,700 in 2008 to 1,465,200 to 2018), while the jail population
declined by 6% from 785,500 in 2008 to 738,400 in 2018 (Kaeble & Cowhig, 2018; Maruschak &
Minton, 2020). In populous states including New York, New Jersey, and California, prison
populations shrunk by 23 to 26% between 1999 and 2012 (Mauer & Ghandnoosh, 2014). However,
jail incarceration has increased in many places. For example, the jail incarceration rate in Indiana
grew by 32% from 2013 to 2016, even as prison admissions declined by 21.4% over the same
period (Kang-Brown et al., 2018). In many states, reductions in overall incarceration mask
significant growth in specific measures of incarceration. The pretrial jail population in Maine
increased by 33% between 2007 and 2015, despite overall declines in prison and jail populations.
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During the same time in Illinois, the number of people sentenced to jail grew by 131%, while
prison and pretrial populations decreased (Kang-Brown et al., 2018).
Several factors can explain this apparent reversal of trends. National efforts to reduce
prison populations has led to the unintended consequence of growing jail populations as more
people are sentenced to shorter jail stays or are serving prison sentences in jail. For example, under
California’s Public Safety Realignment Act of 2011, people who violated the terms of probation
would be sentenced to short stays in county jail rather than returning to state prison (California
Public Safety Realignment Act, 2011). This shift in responsibility from the state to local
jurisdictions resulted in an untenable population growth in local jails, resulting in deteriorating
conditions of confinement. In the first year of Realignment, California’s prison population
decreased by 17% from 160,295 to 133,217 people, while the statewide average daily jail
population increased by 11% from 71,293 to 80,136 people (Males, 2012; Petersilia, 2014).
Another example is North Carolina’s Justice Reinvestment Act of 2011, which similarly aimed to
reduce the prison population. Among other provisions, the legislation expanded jail incarceration
to probation violations and required all misdemeanor sentences be served in local jails rather than
state prison (Justice Reinvestment Act, 2011). While the prison population dropped by eight
percent in the four years following implementation, the statewide sentenced jail population grew
by 147% over the same time frame (Council of State Governments Justice Center, 2014; KangBrown et al., 2018).
Consequences of Pretrial Detention
The sustained reliance on the bail system is another mechanism through which jail
incarceration has increased across the country, as surging numbers of people are detained in jails
pretrial because they cannot afford bail (Rabuy & Kopf, 2016). While jail incarceration in general
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can have an outsized impact on people’s daily lives, the implications of pretrial detention, being
incarcerated before one is found guilty of a crime, can be far more serious (Travis et al., 2014).
First, research finds significant “criminogenic effects” of pretrial detention (Heaton et al., 2017).
Analyses from various jurisdictions show that being detained pretrial can significantly impact case
outcomes as well as future offending (Heaton et al., 2017; Lowenkamp et al., 2013). In Kentucky,
individuals arrested and detained pretrial between 2009 and 2012 were about 1.3 times more likely
to be arrested for a new offense one- and two-years post-disposition compared to those released
pretrial (Lowenkamp et al., 2013). Moreover, the likelihood of rearrest among the pretrial
detention sample increased as length of stay increased. People held for two to three days were 1.39
times more likely to be rearrested for a new offense compared to those who were release pretrial,
while people held for more than 31 days were 1.74 times more likely to be rearrested (Lowenkamp
et al., 2013). In Harris County, Texas, individuals detained pretrial for misdemeanor cases were
25% more likely to be convicted, 30% more likely to have a new felony charge, and 20% more
likely to have a new misdemeanor charge 18-months post-disposition compared to those released
pretrial (Heaton et al., 2017).
There are also serious implications for physical and mental health outcomes. In a study
from California, cumulative exposure to jail was found to deteriorate physical and mental health
among women aged 18 to 69 years (Lambdin et al., 2018). Specifically, women who had been in
jail six or more times since the age of 18 reported higher levels of poor mental health as well as
more unmet mental and physical health care needs compared to women who had fewer than two
jail incarcerations. There is also evidence suggesting that even short jail stays can be significantly
more harmful than prison incarceration. Yi and colleagues (2017) found that people in jail were
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3.3 times more likely than people in prison to report depression, and 4.5 times more likely to report
illicit drug use.
Pretrial detention also has significant negative effects on social outcomes such as
employment, and future earnings. Individuals detained pretrial in Philadelphia and Miami-Dade
were 11.3 percentage points less likely to report any income post-release, compared to those who
were released pretrial (Dobbie et al., 2018). Those who were detained were also 9.4 percentage
points less likely to be employed in the formal labor market compared to those who were released
(Dobbie et al., 2018). Further, longer lengths of stay in pretrial detention can further worsen
employment, financial, and residential outcomes (Holsinger & Holsinger, 2018). Among
respondents who were released from pretrial detention, those detained for three or more days were
seven times more likely than those detained for less than three days to report job loss or job change
(Holsinger & Holsinger, 2018). Furthermore, those detained for longer periods of time were 54%
more likely to report greater financial instability and 35% more likely to report greater residential
instability.
Predictors of Pretrial Detention Outcomes
There is little systematic research into specific pretrial outcomes such as length of stay,
bail, and readmission. Even less is known about the factors that predict variation in length of stay,
bail decisions, and readmissions, beyond legal factors such as charge and criminal history (Sacks
et al., 2015; Turner & Johnson, 2005). When research has looked at non-legal factors, they are
mostly restricted to factors such as mental illness and substance use. For example, Draine et al.
(2010) found that individuals with a serious mental illness diagnosis such as schizophrenia, bipolar
disorder, or depression were more likely to spend over 30 days in jail compared to people without
serious mental illnesses. Three studies found similar effects of mental illness on readmission risk
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(Fu et al., 2013; Kopak et al., 2019; Wilson et al., 2014). Individuals who had been diagnosed with
a major psychiatric disorder prior to release from jail were more than twice as likely to be
reincarcerated within six months of release compared to those without a diagnosis (Fu et al., 2013).
Individuals who scored highly on measures of PTSD and substance use disorder were more than
three times as likely to have multiple jail readmission within a year compared to individuals who
had low scores (Kopak et al., 2019). Finally, individuals released from jail with co-occurring
serious mental illness and substance use diagnoses spend less time in the community before
reincarceration compared to people with no diagnoses (Wilson et al., 2014).
Prior research on the relationship between age and incarceration outcomes are primarily on
prison populations (Nieuwbeerta et al., 2009; Piquero et al., 2015; Stuart & Brice-Baker, 2004).
Studies find that recidivism rates, measured by rearrests or reconvictions, are higher among
younger adults, especially those first imprisoned during late adolescence and early adulthood,
between ages 18 and 22 (Nieuwbeerta et al., 2009; Stuart & Brice-Baker, 2004). While there is
limited research on age-related differences in pretrial detention outcomes, one recent study found
that adolescents and young adults detained pretrial in 32 jurisdictions were 1.26 times more likely
to be rearraigned for a misdemeanor one-year after discharge compared to those who were arrested
but not detained (Walker & Herting, 2020). Furthermore, individuals who were detained pretrial
were 1.33 times more likely to have a subsequent felony arraignment (including in adult court)
compared to those who were released pretrial (Walker & Herting, 2020). And while there are no
studies on age differences in bail set at discharge, an analysis of trends in custody in New York
City jails found that median bail amounts at admission are generally highest for 16-20-year-olds,
and lowest for people over 35 (Chauhan et al., 2017).
Pretrial Detention in New York City Jails
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Pretrial detention in New York City jails has been the subject of increased attention,
particularly after the case of Kalief Browder was brought to public awareness in 2014. In 2010
Kalief, then just sixteen, was arrested and detained on Rikers Island for robbery, grand larceny,
and assault. Kalief spent over three years in pretrial detention, sometimes in solitary confinement,
waiting for his case to be resolved (Gonnerman, 2014). Two years after the charges against him
were dismissed and he was released from jail, Kalief committed suicide. Kalief Browder’s story
flung open the door to parts of the criminal legal system not often seen by the public. However,
his experience is not an isolated one.
Previous research on the consequences of pretrial detention in New York City jails has
found that the experience of pretrial detention increased or exacerbated physical and mental health
symptoms, and substance use treatment needs (Freudenberg et al., 2005; Lim et al., 2012). Among
young women released from New York City jails, symptoms of anxiety and depression increased
by 10 and 7 percentage points, respectively, one-year post-release (Freudenberg et al., 2005).
Furthermore, one cohort study found that among men and women released from New York City
jails, the risk of death from homicide or drug-related causes was two times higher than for nonincarcerated individuals, particularly young people aged 16 to 24 (Lim et al., 2012). The study also
found that death from drug-related causes occurred sooner after release from jail among
individuals who had longer lengths of stay (Lim et al., 2012).
Pretrial detention is also associated with higher likelihood of long-term future contact with
the criminal legal system. New Yorkers detained pretrial on misdemeanor charges between 2009
and 2013 were 7.4 percentage points more likely to be convicted compared to those who were
released (Leslie & Pope, 2017). Meanwhile, people who were detained on felony charges were 13
percentage points more likely to be convicted compared to those who were released. Furthermore,
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the likelihood of re-arrest two years post-disposition increased by 11.8 percentage points for those
detained for misdemeanor charges, and by 7.8 percentage points for those detained for felonies
(Leslie & Pope, 2017). People detained pretrial in New York City also have high rates of
readmission. In one recent study, approximately 60% of people in pretrial detention had been
readmitted at least once over 10 years, with an average of three readmissions per person (Kim et
al., 2018).
Evidence from New York City also highlight important age differences in postincarceration outcomes. Adolescent men who were incarcerated in New York City jails had higher
rates of re-arrest, and lower rates of school enrollment one-year post-release compared to before
they were incarcerated (Freudenberg et al., 2005). In contrast, adult women had higher rates of
unemployment, drug use, and physical and mental health treatment needs one-year post-release
compared to pre-incarceration.
Variation among pretrial jail populations in terms of demographics, criminal history, and
case outcomes, the revolving-door nature of jail incarceration and the breadth of its impact offer a
unique setting for examining age differences in individual- and community-level factors, and their
effects on future criminal legal outcomes. The current study examines age differences in length of
stay, bail, and pretrial readmission outcomes among individuals detained pretrial in New York
City over a 5-year period. Few studies exist that examine how length of stay, bail, and readmission
vary by extralegal factors such as age or whether factors related to neighborhood and community
contexts such as poverty, unemployment, and educational attainment influence differences in
outcomes. Findings from this study will contribute to a greater understanding of who is most
impacted by pretrial detention, and how pretrial detention outcomes differ within and between
individuals. Further, I focus on this early and consequential stage of the criminal legal system with
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the hope that policy changes concerning the treatment of young people will produce lasting
positive outcomes.
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CHAPTER SIX
Current Study
The current study posits that emerging adulthood is a distinct, developmental period
between adolescence and adulthood associated with significantly different criminal legal outcomes.
Using a resources-challenges model, I test the hypothesis that emerging adults experience less
favorable pretrial incarceration outcomes in general – length of stay, bail set at discharge, and
likelihood of pretrial readmission – relative to 16-17-year-olds and 26-31-year-olds, and that these
age-group differences are influenced by neighborhood characteristics. Three research questions
are addressed:
1) How do adolescents, emerging adults, and adults admitted pretrial to New York City
jails differ in demographics (e.g., sex, race), self-reported drug use, geography
(borough of residence, borough of arraignment), admission characteristics (admission
charge, bail set at admission), and discharge characteristics (discharge status,
disposition at discharge)?
2) How do pretrial incarceration outcomes including length of stay, bail set at discharge,
and likelihood of pretrial readmission differ between adolescents, emerging adults, and
adults, controlling for demographics, prior drug use, geography, admission
characteristics, and discharge characteristics?
3) How do neighborhood characteristics, including poverty, employment, and educational
attainment moderate age-group differences in pretrial incarceration outcomes?
I hypothesize that emerging adults have longer lengths of stay in pretrial detention, higher
bail set at discharge, and greater likelihood of pretrial readmission compared to both adolescents
and adults, even after controlling for demographics, geography, admission characteristics, and
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discharge characteristics. I also hypothesize that neighborhood characteristics have significant
moderating effects on age-group differences in pretrial incarceration outcomes, especially among
emerging adults. Specifically, higher levels of poverty, lower levels of employment, and lower
levels of educational attainment worsen outcomes for all age groups but that the effects are stronger
among emerging adults, thus increasing age-group differences in outcomes.
Methods
Data and Sample
Department of Correction Data
The study examines longitudinal, administrative panel data from the New York City
Department of Correction (NYC DOC), which includes all admissions to New York City jails from
1995-2016 for people aged 16 years and over (N = 2,231,680). The unit of analysis is an individual
who is detained pretrial, identified by a unique, randomly assigned New York State Identification
number (NYSID). The analysis sample is limited to only include 16-to-31-year-olds admitted to
pretrial detention for the first time between 2005 and 2007 (n = 83,253), representing 80.13% of
the full 2005-2007 admission cohort. Only first-time admissions are included to control for the any
baseline age differences in criminal history. By virtue of age, older individuals are likely to have
longer past offending and incarceration records compared to younger individuals, which would
impact pretrial incarceration outcomes independent of other factors therefore confounding the
effect of age on outcomes. I identify a three-year, first-admission cohort from 2005 to 2007 to
allow for five years of readmission analysis as well as ensuring sufficient sample sizes within each
age group. Ultimately, the sample includes three years of follow-up because no new pretrial
readmissions were recorded after three years. Notably, over the period covered by this study from
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2005 to 2012, the number of jail admissions in New York City overall fell by around 20,000
(Chauhan et al., 2016).
Census Data
Data on neighborhood disadvantage come from the U.S. Census Bureau and are collected
through the American Community Survey (ACS). This study uses the 2011 ACS 5-year estimates
on population characteristics clustered by zip code tabulation areas (ZCTA) corresponding to the
five New York City boroughs. The DOC data provided individual’s home zip codes that were
mapped onto ZCTAs. There are 27 ZCTAs in the Bronx, 39 in Brooklyn, 74 in Manhattan, 74 in
Queens, and 14 in Staten Island. These were then matched to valid home zip codes of the admission
cohort, of which 26 are in the Bronx (96.30% match), 38 in Brooklyn (97.44% match), 69 in
Manhattan (93.24% match), 73 in Queens (99.65% match), and 14 in Staten Island (100% match).
For non-NYC residents, 1,686 ZCTAs were matched to 1,691 zip codes for a 99.70% match rate.
Dependent Variables
Table 1 presents frequencies and proportions of pretrial incarceration outcomes for the
2005-2007 admission cohort. The outcomes examined in this study are length of stay in pretrial
detention, the dollar amount of bail set at discharge, and the likelihood of being readmitted pretrial
1-year, 2-years, and 3-years after discharge.
Pretrial Length of Stay
Pretrial length of stay is measured by the absolute number of days in NYC DOC custody
from admission to discharge if the admission status is pretrial detention. The calculation does not
account for time spent in custody prior to admission processing, for example if an individual was
arraigned during the weekend and was not officially processed until the following business day.
Nor does the calculation account for sentenced time. For instance, if an individual receives a city
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sentence and was admitted pretrial, the time in custody that is associated with the sentence is
subtracted from the pretrial length of stay.
The number of days spent in pretrial detention ranges from zero days (i.e., admitted and
discharged on the same day) to 2,648 days, with a cohort average of 48.66 days, and a median of
five days. Day ranges were created based on both theoretical and policy considerations as well as
cell sizes. For example, previous research found that individuals detained pretrial for 2-3 days were
40% more likely than those detained for less than 24 hours to engage in new criminal activity
(Lowenkamp et al., 2013). Over half of the cohort spent less than a week in pretrial detention,
with 25.84% detained for 1-3 days and 21.49% detained for 4-7 days. Meanwhile, 7.77% of the
cohort were admitted and discharged on the same day. Just over 17% of the cohort were detained
for 8-30 days, while 18.78% spent 31-180 days in pretrial detention. Around nine percent of the
cohort were detained for more than 181 days, with 4.04% spending over a year in pretrial detention.
Bail Set at Discharge
Bail set at discharge and bail set at admission are included in the analysis as separate
variables because the amount of bail that is set for a particular case can change during the pretrial
period if an individual is in DOC custody. For example, bail set at discharge may be lowered if an
individual is conditionally discharged from pretrial detention. Bail amounts are provided by the
courts and all observations with values over $1 million were omitted from the sample because they
are identified by DOC as placeholders rather than real dollar amounts (i.e., 9999999). Less than
0.01% of observations were omitted as a result. Bail set at discharge ranged from $40 to $1 million,
with a cohort average of $7,071 and a median of $2,000. Just over a quarter (25.34%) of the cohort
had bail set between $1,001 and $5,000, while 9.09% had bail set between $5,001 and $25,000.
Smaller proportions of the cohort had bail set at the lower and upper limits: 10.04% had bail set at
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less than $500, while 2.06% had bail amounts of over $25,001. Over 40% of the cohort had no bail
set or were missing information on discharge bail. Among these, 58.68% involved 18-25-yearolds and 48% were disposed as Sentenced Expired. Hence, this outcome is significantly limited
for the admission cohort because of how individuals were disposed.
Bail ranges are based on the distribution of individual bail amounts for the admission
cohort. I also took into consideration the New York City poverty threshold, which ranged between
$24,000 and $27,000 for 2005 to 2007, as well as the threshold of felony larceny, which is $1,000
in New York State (NYC Mayor’s Office of Operations, 2017; NYS PEN § 155.20).
Table 1. 2005-2007 Admission Cohort Pretrial Incarceration Outcomes (N=83,253)
n
Pretrial Length of Stay
0 days
6,465
1-3 days
21,514
4-7 days
17,889
8-30 days
14,451
31-180 days
15,637
181-365 days
3,936
Over 1 year
3,361
Bail Set at Discharge
Under $500
8,362
$501 - $1,000
10,393
$1,001 - $5,000
21,099
$5,001 - $25,000
7,569
$25,001 - $1 million
1,711
No bail set
34,119
Readmissions, 1-year follow-up
10,265
Readmissions, 2-years follow-up
17,257
Readmissions, 3-years follow-up
18,351

%
7.77
25.84
21.49
17.36
18.78
4.73
4.04
10.04
12.48
25.34
9.09
2.06
40.98
12.33
20.73
22.04

Readmission to Pretrial Detention
Readmissions are measured using three dichotomous variables indicating whether a pretrial
readmission ever occurred for each individual in the sample (i.e., each unique NYSID) within one
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year, two years, and three years following discharge from the initial pretrial admission. One year
after discharge, 12.33% of the entire cohort were readmitted to pretrial detention at least once. At
2-years follow-up, 20.73% had been readmitted at least once, and by year three, 22.04% of the
cohort had been readmitted to pretrial detention at least once. Since this study focuses on a pretrial
population, any readmission other than to pretrial detention, such as for city sentences, transfers to
state prison, or parole violations, are excluded from the analysis. Although there are important
implications for excluding other types of readmissions (discussed below), these may involve
factors that cannot be accounted for in the data such as information on sentencing decisions and
information on supervision, which would affect the validity of age group comparisons.
Independent Variables
Table 2 presents frequencies and proportions for demographic characteristics (age, sex,
race/ethnicity, and self-reported drug use), geographic variables (borough of residence and
borough of arraignment), admission charge and admission bail, discharge status (pretrial detention,
city sentenced, state ready, and other), and disposition at discharge for the entire 2005-2007
admission cohort. The variables were provided by DOC for the full 1995-2016 timeframe and all
except age are categorical indicators.
Demographic Characteristics and Self-reported Drug Use
Age is a continuous variable indicating an individual’s age reported at admission. Age at
admission ranged from 16 to 80, with an average age of 33 and median of 32. For the analysis
sample, I group individuals into three broader age categories that represent distinct developmental
stages: adolescents aged 16 to 17, emerging adults aged 18 to 25, and adults aged 26 to 31.
Adolescents comprise 10.16% of the cohort, while emerging adults make up 57.68%, and adults
account for 32.16% of the cohort. Sex is a dichotomous variable (0=Female, 1=Male), and most
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of the cohort are male (91.58%). Race/ethnicity encompasses three categories based on race and
Latinx identity reported at admission (1=non-Latinx Black, 2=Latinx, 3=non-Latinx White,
4=Other). Overall, 54.60% of the admission cohort are Black, 35.74% are Latinx and 6.45% are
White. Other races/ethnicities make up the remaining 3.20% and consist of individuals identified
as non-Latinx Asian (28.53%), non-Latinx Native American (5.04%), and non-Latinx other
(66.43%). Self-reported drug use is a dichotomous variable indicating whether an individual
reports any drug use in the 12-months prior to being admitted to jail. Over 90% of the cohort did
not report any prior drug-use, while only 9.66% of the cohort reported prior drug-use. Information
on self-reported drug use is missing for 0.08% of the cohort.
Geography1
Borough of residence was created by aggregating home zip codes reported at admission
that correspond to the five boroughs of New York City. Home zip code information is available
for 87.26% of the cohort and among these, 93.33% were within New York City. The remaining
6.67% include either non-NYC zip codes or non-valid values such as 11111 or 99999 that may
indicate homelessness or the absence of valid identification. Although these only make up a small
proportion of the sample, research shows that large proportions of the New York City pretrial
population have previous or current experiences of homelessness (Peterson, 2015). Therefore, both
non-NYC zip codes and non-valid values are coded as Other rather than being omitted from the
sample. Brooklyn residents account for over 27.12% of the cohort, while residents of the Bronx
comprise just over 21%. Queens’ residents account for 15.86% of the cohort while 13.39% of the
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To examine the presence of multicollinearity, particularly between the two geographic variables, post-hoc tests
were conducted to diagnose collinearity using variance inflation factor (VIF) (James et al., 2013). For all models,
only race/ethnicity and borough of residence had VIF values over 4. Although these values indicate low to moderate
collinearity, the variables with higher collinearity can be kept in the models if the analysis contains: 1) a large
sample size, 2) variables with higher collinearity are control variables, and 3) variables with higher collinearity are
dummy variables (Allison, 2012; Johnston et al., 2018; O’Brien, 2016).
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cohort reside in Manhattan. Notably, there is a larger proportion of Other (6.67%) compared to
residents of Staten Island (3.14%).
Information on borough of arraignment was provided by DOC and consists of the five New
York City boroughs, representing the five New York City criminal courts. Over a quarter of the
admission cohort were arraigned in Brooklyn, while just under a quarter, 24.56%, were arraigned
in Manhattan. Arraignments in the Bronx or Queens accounted for around 20.00% of the cohort.
Only 3.32% of the cohort were arraigned on Staten Island.
Table 2. 2005-2007 Admission Cohort Demographic and Geographic Characteristics
(N=83,253)
n
Demographics
16-17-years old
8,456
18-25-years old
48,019
26-31-years old
26,778
Female
7,000
Male
76,208
Black
45,390
Latinx
29,714
White
5,365
Other race/ethnicity
2,660
Self-reported drug use (yes/no)
8,045
Borough of residence
The Bronx
17,554
Brooklyn
22,575
Manhattan
11,146
Queens
13,200
Staten Island
2,615
Other (non-NYC, no valid address)
5,554
Borough of arraignment
The Bronx
16,266
Brooklyn
21,057
Manhattan
20,450
Queens
16,483
Staten Island
2,760

53

%
10.16
57.68
32.16
8.41
91.54
54.52
35.69
6.44
3.20
9.66
21.09
27.12
13.39
15.86
3.14
6.67
19.54
25.29
24.56
19.80
3.32

Admission Characteristics
Admission charge consists of nine categories, eight of which are a combination of charge
severity (e.g., felony, misdemeanor, and other) and type of offense (e.g., person, property, drugs,
and other), which are derived from the top admission charge. In certain instances, the initial arrest
charge may be reduced or increased depending on case-specific facts and other factors, therefore
top charge at arrest may be different from arraignment charge. Estimates from 2014 suggest that
in New York City, as much as 38% of felony arrests are reduced to misdemeanor charges at
arraignment, while around 2% of misdemeanor arrests are increased to felonies (Chauhan et al.,
2016). A separate category of warrants/holds is also included under admission charge, consisting
of individuals admitted to pretrial detention on an open warrant (e.g., bench warrant), as well as
individuals who were held awaiting transfer to another jurisdiction (e.g., immigration hold). Less
than six percent of the cohort is missing admission charge information. Felony person charges
account for around a quarter of admissions, while felony drug charges make up 20.21% of
admissions and misdemeanor person charges account for 11.07% of admissions. Felony and
misdemeanor property charges, misdemeanor drug charges, other felony and misdemeanor charges,
and warrants/holds each account for less than ten percent of admissions. These differences are
reflected in national and New York City jail trends over the period under study. From 1995 to
2015, person-related felony charges made up 14% to 24% of pretrial admissions, while felony drug
charges accounted for 14% of pretrial admissions (Chauhan et al., 2017). Nationally, close to 70%
of people in local jails are charged with felony offenses, compared to just over a quarter for
misdemeanor charges (Zeng, 2021).
Bail set at admission ranged from $50 to $5,000,000, with a cohort average of $13,751 and
a median of $3,000. Unlike for discharge bail, $5 million was the highest real dollar amount set at
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admission included in the data. All observations with values over $5 million were omitted from
the final sample because these are placeholders rather than real dollar amounts (i.e., 8888888,
9999999). Less than 2% of observations were omitted as a result. Almost a third of the cohort had
bail set between $1,001 and $5,000, while 17.15% had bail set between $5,001 and $25,000. Much
smaller proportions of the cohort had bail set at the lower and upper limits: 8.50% had bail set at
less than $500, while 5.95% had bail amounts of over $25,001. Almost a quarter (23.59%) of the
cohort had no bail set or were missing information on admission bail.
Discharge Status
The DOC data contain seven categories of discharge status indicating how individuals
admitted pretrial left DOC custody. This is different from how their case is ultimately adjudicated.
The seven categories include: Pretrial Detention, City Sentenced, Court Order, State Ready, Parole
Violation, Federal Prisoner 2 , and Funeral Stopover. Parole Violation and Court Order were
combined into Other as these categories had very small cell sizes, particularly for 16-17-year-olds.
The final sample of pretrial detention admissions contains no cases discharged as Federal Prisoner
or Funeral Stopover. Individuals discharged as Pretrial Detention did not have their cases
adjudicated while they were in detained pretrial. Those discharged as City Sentenced were
admitted to pretrial detention and were convicted and sentenced to a short jail term. The time spent
in pretrial detention could count towards the jail sentence and the individual is ultimately
discharged as having served a city sentence. State Ready indicates that an individual is discharged
from DOC custody to another jurisdiction such as those who are transferred to federal custody.
Most of the cohort were discharged as Pretrial Detention (77.77%), while around ten percent were
discharged as City Sentenced or State Ready. Other accounts for only 1.67% of the cohort.

2

I use the term Prisoner in this instance to show what is provided in the data.
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Disposition at Discharge
Disposition at discharge was recoded into six aggregate categories indicating the outcome
of the case at the time of discharge: Resolved – No Sentence, Custodial Sentence, Time Served,
Pretrial Release, Conditional Discharge, and Other. Resolved – No Sentence indicates that a case
reached resolution either favorably or with a penalty but did not result in a custodial sentence or
conditional discharge. This category includes acquitted, adjournment in contemplation of acquittal
(ACD), convicted, and fine paid. Custodial sentences consist of city sentence, state prison, and
death penalty – sentences that result in jail or prison incarceration. A case is disposed as Time
Served if the court determines that the length of time an individual has spent in pretrial detention
is equivalent to or counts towards a short jail sentence (city sentence). The Pretrial Release
category includes cases in which the individual is discharge from pretrial detention after posting
bail or meeting other monetary conditions (bail paid), or if they are released on recognizance.
These differ from release decisions made at arraignment because the individual had been in the
custody of DOC rather than being released at arraignment. Furthermore, unlike other disposition
categories, cases disposed as Pretrial Release have not necessarily reached a resolution such as a
conviction or sentence.
Conditional Discharge consists of cases that were resolved, and individuals were
conditionally discharged from jail with a set of restrictions or were sentenced to probation
supervision rather than being sentenced to jail or prison. Other dispositions are comprised of cases
consolidated with another charge, continued at disposition, sent for fitness for trial evaluation,
sentenced with no specific outcome, and cases where an individual is transferred to state hospital.
Overall, 38.81% of the cohort were disposed as Pretrial Release, while 22.77% received a custodial
sentence and 19.83% were disposed as Time Served. Just under 14% of the cohort were disposed
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as Conditional Discharge, while 2.59% of the cohort were disposed as Resolved – No Sentence.
Only 0.46% of the cohort were disposed as Other, and 1.62% of admission were either not disposed
or missing disposition information.
Table 3. 2005-2007 Admission Cohort Admission and Discharge Characteristics (N=83,253)
n
%
Admission charge
Felony Person
20,870
25.07
Misdemeanor Person
9,219
11.07
Felony Property
7,382
8.87
Misdemeanor Property
4,328
5.20
Felony Drug
16,826
20.21
Misdemeanor Drug
4,892
5.88
Felony Other
6,585
7.91
Misdemeanor Other
5,661
6.80
Warrant/Hold
2,643
3.17
Bail set at admission
No bail set
19,640
23.59
Under $500
7,079
8.50
$501 - $1,000
10,527
12.64
$1,001 - $5,000
26,777
32.16
$5,001 - $25,000
14,280
17.15
$25,001 - $5 million
4,950
5.95
Discharge status
City sentenced
8,473
10.18
Pretrial detention
64,746
77.77
State ready
8,546
10.27
Other
1,393
1.67
Disposition at discharge
Resolved - No sentence
2,153
2.59
Custodial sentence
18,958
22.77
Time served
16,513
19.83
Pretrial release
32,312
38.81
Conditional discharge
11,586
13.92
Other
384
0.46
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Moderating Variables
Table 4 presents neighborhood characteristics for the 2005-2007 admission cohort, which
are measured at the zip-code-level and are used to examine whether neighborhood characteristics
moderate the relationship between age and pretrial incarceration outcomes. The characteristics are
operationalized using census items from the 2011 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year
estimates and represent dimensions of neighborhood disadvantage. The selection of individual
items is based on prior scholarship on neighborhoods and social disorganization, particularly
Sampson’s conceptualization of concentrated disadvantage among neighborhoods in Chicago.
Neighborhood Characteristics
I take a multidimensional approach to conceptualize neighborhood disadvantage for a few
reasons. First, poverty alone is not an absolute indicator of neighborhood disadvantage if it is
counteracted by stable employment rates, cohesive family structures, or social capital. Second, a
multidimensional approach accounts for the real ways in which neighborhood contexts evolve in
response to changes to society at large (Elliott et al., 1996).
On average, across the neighborhoods that the 2005-2007 admission cohort reside in, 21.79%
of families live below the poverty line. In these same neighborhoods, 24.65% of families on
average receive public assistance (e.g., Supplemental Security Income, cash public assistance
income, food stamp/SNAP benefits).
Family structure is also a widely used measure of disadvantage. This study cohort lives in
neighborhoods where, on average, 26.47% are female-headed single-parent households. It is
important to note that this measure excludes non-family and one-person households since the
implications of a single-female-parent breadwinner are not necessarily applicable to such
household compositions. The U.S. Census Bureau has distinct definitions for “family household”

58

and “non-family household” (U.S. Census Bureau, 2020). Family households are households
containing two or more people related through birth, marriage, or adoption (e.g., spouses, parents,
and children). In non-family households, one or more persons unrelated through either birth,
marriage, or adoption, share a home. Non-family households can also include individuals living
alone.
Employment indicators are robust measures of disadvantage through both tangible benefits
such as income and non-tangible capital including social networks and opportunity. In particular,
the proportion of the population that are in the labor force but unemployed is an important indicator
of cumulative disadvantage (McNulty & Bellair, 2003; Sampson, 2012). On average across the
cohort neighborhoods, 61.62% of residents 16-years and over are in the labor force and 54.53%
are employed.
Educational attainment is an important predictor of socio-economic outcomes, especially
as a mechanism of acquiring social capital. In this study, I focus on two measures of neighborhoodlevel educational attainment: the proportion of people 18-years and over who have a high school
diploma, and the proportion of people 18-years and over who have a bachelor’s degree or higher.
On average, this study cohort lives in neighborhoods where 77.33% of people 18-years and over
have a high school diploma, while 14.59% had at least a bachelor’s degree.
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Table 4. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Neighborhood Characteristics
Variable
M
SD
1
2
3
4
5
% Families living below poverty
1
21.79 10.45
line
% Families receiving public
2
24.65 12.76 0.92
assistance
% Female-headed single-parent
3
40.85 14.55 0.79
0.79
households
4 % In labor force, 16 and over
61.62 5.41 -0.57 -0.48 -0.44
5 % Employed, 16 and over
54.53 5.83 -0.72 -0.69 -0.65 0.93
% High school diploma, 18 and
6
77.33 9.08 -0.79 -0.84 -0.71 0.46
0.63
over
% Bachelors or higher, 18 and
7
14.59 7.29 -0.64 -0.68 -0.66 0.54
0.68
over

6

0.75

Note: Correlation coefficients greater than 0.50 are indicated in bold.

Excludes non-family and one-person households.

Principal Components Analysis of Neighborhood Disadvantage
Principal Components Analysis (PCA) was used to identify overarching components of
neighborhood disadvantage (poverty, employment, educational attainment) from zip-code-level
census items. PCA is a data reduction technique that extracts variables (or components) which are
linear combinations of observed variables (Suhr, 2005). PCA is different from Exploratory Factory
Analysis (EFA) in a few ways. First, in EFA, observed variables are a linear combination of the
extracted factors (Suhr, 2005). In other words, EFA identifies underlying latent factors that explain
variance in observed variables rather than the inverse. In the current study, I hypothesize that
various zip-code level census items can be combined into overarching components of
neighborhood disadvantage. For example, I hypothesize that living below the poverty line,
receiving public assistance, and living in single-parent households are predictors of variation in
poverty, therefore PCA is the more appropriate method. Second, PCA assumes that a maximum
amount of variance in the identified components is explained by the observed variables, with some
variance explained by measurement error (Yong & Pearce, 2013). In contrast, EFA assumes that
identified latent factors are only explaining part of the variance in the observed variables, and that
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latent factors are error-free (Suhr, 2005). Furthermore, PCA is a stronger method when observed
variables are highly correlated (see Table 4).
Table 5 shows principal components extraction results. Census items were first converted
into z-scores for more accurate comparisons across items with different units of analysis. Factor
loadings represent the correlations between components and each observed variable and indicate
how strongly each variable influences each component. Factor loadings of 0.50 or higher indicate
a strong correlation. Three components emerge from the model, explaining 92.04% of cumulative
variance. Component 1 is comprised of poverty, public assistance, and family structure with factor
loadings ranging from 0.79 to 0.86 and together explain 41.14% of variance. Component 2 is
comprised of labor force participation and employment which explain 29.79% of variance with
factor loadings of 0.96 and 0.85, respectively. Finally, Component 3 is comprised of high school
completion and tertiary education attainment which explain 21.12% of variance with factor
loadings of 0.59 and 0.85, respectively.
Least squares regression is then used to predict aggregate values of poverty, employment,
and educational attainment using the weighted sum of the items comprising each estimated factor.
The advantage of the regression method over others such as the Bartlett method is that it predicts
standardized factor scores (M=0) that are most correlated with the estimated factors to ensure
maximum validity (DiStefano, Zhu, & Mîndrilã, 2009). Table 6 presents scoring coefficients from
three least squares regression models, showing the weights of each observed variable.
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Table 5. Factor Loadings of Census-Based Neighborhood Characteristics (z-scores)
Variable
Component Scores
1
2
Poverty z-score
0.86
-0.38
Public assistance z-score
0.86
-0.28
Family structure z-score
0.79
-0.25
Labor force z-score
-0.68
0.96
Employed z-score
-0.35
0.85
High school z-score
-0.18
0.22
Bachelors z-score
-0.41
0.34

3
-0.23
-0.33
-0.34
0.18
0.29
0.59
0.85

Note: Results are from orthogonal (varimax) rotated factor solutions using principal components analysis.

Table 6. Scoring Coefficients of Standardized Factors Using Least Squares Regression
Variable
Poverty
Employment
Education
Poverty z-score
0.36
Public assistance z-score
0.36
Family structure z-score
0.34
Labor force z-score
0.51
Employed z-score
0.51
High school z-score
0.53
Bachelors z-score
0.53
Note: Scores are based on varimax rotated factors.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
Characteristics of Adolescents, Emerging Adults, and Adults Admitted to Pretrial
Detention in New York City
Independent samples t-tests were used to assess mean proportional differences between age
groups in demographics, self-reported drug use, geography, admission characteristics, and
discharge characteristics. Table 7 presents mean proportions for each age group for demographics,
self-reported drug use, and geography. Table 8 presents means for admission and discharge
characteristics. The majority of pairwise comparisons were statistically significant, mainly due to
large sample sizes. Therefore, for each pairwise comparison, Cohen’s d statistic is calculated to
show the standardized mean difference between groups on each characteristic as a measure of
effect size. Cohen’s d values indicate the size of the effect of age on each measured variable. Small
to large effect sizes (0.2 to 0.8) suggest meaningful between-group differences on each measured
variable, beyond statistical significance.
Demographics, Self-reported Drug Use, and Geography
Overall, there were few significant between-age-group differences in demographic
characteristics and self-reported drug use. In particular, 18-25-year-olds were not significantly
different compared to 16-17-year-olds or 26-31-year-olds in terms of sex, race/ethnicity, or prior
drug use. In fact, only 16-17-year-olds and 26-31-year-olds differed significantly on certain
demographic characteristics. In all three age groups, the majority of people were male, with almost
92% among 16-17-year-olds and 18-25-year-olds, and just over 91% among 26-31-year-olds.
Black and Latinx people together accounted for over 80% of people within each age group, while
less than 10% were White. However, across age groups, 16-17-year-olds were most likely to be
Black, while 26-31-year-olds were most likely to be White. Although the proportion of Latinx
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individuals increased with age, differences between age groups were not statistically significant.
Further, while the proportion of individuals reporting prior drug use also increased with age, the
only significant difference is between 16-17-year-olds and 26-31-year-olds.
Overall, where people lived and where they were arraigned was similar across age groups.
Within each age group, people were most likely to live in Brooklyn followed by the Bronx, Queens,
then Manhattan, while less than four percent of people in all three age groups resided in Staten
Island. Notably, the proportion of Other increased significantly with age, with less than four
percent among 16-17-year-olds compared to 9.47% among 26-31-year-olds. Meanwhile, 26-31year-olds were significantly more likely than 16-17-year-olds to be arraigned in Manhattan.
Admission and Discharge Characteristics
There is significant between-age-group variation in admission charge. Specifically, the
proportion of people admitted on felony person charges decreased significantly as age increased.
Over half of 16-17-year-olds were admitted on felony person charges compared to 26.83% of 1825-year-olds and 18.24% of 26-31-year-olds. In contrast, 18-25-year-olds and 26-31-year-olds
were significantly more likely than 16-17year-olds to be admitted on felony drug charges. Almost
a quarter of 26-31-year-olds and 22% of 18-25-year-olds were admitted on felony drug charges
compared to 11.15% of 16-17-year-olds. Additionally, 26-31-year-olds received significantly
higher bail amounts at admission compared to 16-17-year-olds.
While most of the admission cohort were discharged as Pretrial Detention, there was
variation between age groups. Specifically, over 86% of 16-17-year-olds were discharged as
Pretrial Detention, compared to 77.25% of 18-25-year-olds and 76.28% of 26-31-year-olds. The
proportion of 18-25-year-olds and 26-31-year-olds discharged as Pretrial Detention was similar,
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as was the proportion of people discharged as City Sentenced, State Ready, and Other for all three
age groups.
Disposition outcomes also varied within each age group but there were no significant
between-group differences. Overall, more people were disposed as Pretrial Release compared to
any other disposition outcome, ranging from 38.67% among 18-25-year-olds to 42.51% among
16-17-year-olds, while around a quarter of people in each age group received a custodial sentence.
In contrast, less than five percent of people in each age group had their case dismissed or acquitted
and less than one percent were disposed as Other.
Table 7. Age-group Comparisons of Demographics and Geography
M
16-17
Demographics
Male
Black
Latinx
White
Other race/ethnicity
Self-reported drug use (yes/no)
Borough of residence
The Bronx
Brooklyn
Manhattan
Queens
Staten island
Other (non-NYC, no valid address)
Borough of arraignment
The Bronx
Brooklyn
Manhattan
Queens
Staten Island

18-25

26-31

Cohen’s d
16-17 18-25 16-17
vs.
vs.
vs.
18-25 26-31 26-31

91.84% 91.86% 91.01%
61.57% 55.36% 51.01%
31.85% 35.60% 37.23%
3.29% 5.87% 8.46%
3.19% 3.15% 3.29%
3.47% 8.26% 14.16%

0.00
0.12
0.08
0.11
0.00
0.18

0.03
0.09
0.03
0.10
0.01
0.19

0.03
0.21
0.11
0.20
0.01
0.34

22.87%
34.08%
13.96%
21.69%
3.75%
3.65%

24.63%
30.85%
15.27%
18.23%
3.65%
7.38%

23.74%
30.49%
15.95%
16.89%
3.45%
9.47%

0.04
0.11
0.04
0.09
0.01
0.15

0.02
0.01
0.02
0.04
0.01
0.08

0.02
0.08
0.06
0.13
0.02
0.23

20.44%
30.78%
19.57%
25.29%
3.92%

21.61%
27.27%
25.95%
21.54%
3.63%

20.45%
26.36%
29.91%
19.89%
3.40%

0.03
0.08
0.15
0.09
0.02

0.03
0.02
0.09
0.04
0.01

0.00
0.10
0.24
0.14
0.03

Note: Cohen’s d values greater than 0.2 are indicated in bold.
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Table 8. Age-group Comparisons of Admission and Discharge Characteristics
M
Cohen’s d
16-17
18-25
16-17
18-25
26-31
vs.
vs.
18-25
26-31
Admission charge
Felony Person
50.67% 26.83% 18.24%
0.53
0.20
Misd. Person
8.34% 11.09% 14.12%
0.09
0.09
Felony Property
8.67%
9.29%
9.90%
0.02
0.02
Misd. Property
4.83%
5.41%
5.95%
0.03
0.02
Felony Drug
11.15% 21.92% 24.04%
0.27
0.05
Misd. Drug
2.92%
6.24%
7.34%
0.14
0.05
Felony Other
6.70%
8.85%
8.14%
0.08
0.03
Misd. Other
4.81%
7.08%
8.28%
0.09
0.05
Warrant/hold
1.92%
3.30%
3.99%
0.08
0.04
Bail set at admission
$13,654 $13,747 $13,793
0.16
0.10
No bail set
17.54% 24.27% 24.29%
0.16
0.00
Under $500
6.50%
8.55%
9.04%
0.07
0.02
$501-$1,000
10.86% 12.36% 13.73%
0.05
0.04
$1,001-$5,000
38.52% 31.77% 30.86%
0.14
0.02
$5,001-$25,000
20.99% 17.21% 15.87%
0.10
0.04
$25,001-$5 million
5.69%
5.84%
6.21%
0.01
0.02
Discharge status
City sentenced
6.01% 10.85% 10.32%
0.16
0.02
Pretrial detention
86.34% 77.25% 76.28%
0.22
0.02
State ready
7.49% 10.53% 10.71%
0.10
0.01
Other
0.15%
1.37%
2.70%
0.11
0.10
Disposition at discharge
Resolved – No sentence
1.69%
2.52%
3.13%
0.05
0.04
Custodial sentence
25.80% 23.23% 22.15%
0.06
0.03
Time Served
13.84% 20.90% 20.86%
0.18
0.00
Pretrial release
42.51% 38.67% 39.88%
0.08
0.02
Conditional discharge
15.62% 14.27% 13.45%
0.04
0.02
Other
0.54%
0.42%
0.53%
0.02
0.02

16-17
vs.
26-31
0.79
0.18
0.04
0.05
0.33
0.19
0.06
0.13
0.12
0.20
0.16
0.09
0.09
0.16
0.13
0.02
0.15
0.25
0.11
0.18
0.09
0.09
0.18
0.05
0.06
0.00

Note: Cohen’s d values greater than 0.2 are indicated in bold.

Summary of Findings
Pairwise comparisons of age-group averages for demographics, self-reported drug use,
geography, admission characteristics, and discharge characteristics show that while there is
variation within age groups, there appears to be a high degree of between-group homogeneity
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among people detained pretrial in New York City jails. I find that generally, 16-17-year-olds and
26-31-year-olds differed significantly on race and self-reported drug use with the younger age
group more likely to be Black and less likely to self-report drug use. These two groups also differed
in geography and discharge status. Younger individuals are less likely to be non-NYC residents or
without a valid zip code, which may be due to fewer resources to travel. They are also more likely
to be discharged as Pretrial Detention, possibly due to greater financial support from family. In
contrast, 18-25-year-olds only differed significantly from 16-17-year-olds on admission charge
but not on any demographic or discharge characteristics. There were also significant differences
between all three age groups on admission charge with younger age groups more likely to be
admitted for felony person charges compared to felony drug charges. Further, younger individuals
were more likely to be discharged as pretrial detention than as Other.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
Age-group Differences in Length of Stay in Pretrial Detention
In this section, I use negative binomial regression models to estimate differences in length
of stay in pretrial detention between adolescents, emerging adults, and adults. Furthermore, I test
the hypothesis that components of neighborhood disadvantage have significant moderating effects
on age-group differences in length of stay. Table 9 presents incidence rate ratios and 95%
confidence intervals. Model 1 shows baseline estimates of variation in length of stay by age group
alone. Model 2 controls for demographics (sex, and race/ethnicity), self-reported drug use,
geography (borough of residence and borough of arraignment), and admission characteristics
(admission charge and bail set at admission), while Model 3 controls for discharge characteristics
(discharge status and disposition at discharge). Table 10 shows a multilevel mixed effects model
estimating the impact of neighborhood characteristics (poverty, employment, and educational
attainment) on age differences in length of stay with age-group randomized across zip code. I use
negative binomial regression models to account for overdispersion in the dependent variable,
which is a discrete measure of the number of days spent in pretrial detention.
Variation in Pretrial Length of Stay
At baseline (Model 1), length of stay does not appear to vary significantly by age group.
Furthermore, no significant age differences in length of stay are found even after controlling for
demographics, self-reported drug use, geography, and admission characteristics in Model 2.
However, Model 2 shows significant differences in length of stay by sex, race/ethnicity, and prior
drug use regardless of age. Specifically, length of stay for men is 1.25 times longer than for women,
while Black and Latinx people spend 1.70 and 1.55 times longer in pretrial detention compared to
White people. Meanwhile, individuals reporting prior drug use spend 1.47 times longer in pretrial
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detention compared to those who did not. Length of stay does not vary significantly by borough
of residence. However, length of stay for people arraigned in Brooklyn appears to be 1.27 times
longer compared to people arraigned in Queens.
Additionally, there appears to be significant variation in length of stay by admission
characteristics. Overall, people admitted on felony person charges spend the longest time in pretrial
detention compared to most other admission charge types. Length of stay for felony person charges
is 1.22 times longer compared to misdemeanor person charges, and about 1.25 times longer
compared to felony and misdemeanor drug charges and other misdemeanors. Additionally, length
of stay for felony person charges is 1.15 times longer compared to other felony charges, and twice
as long compared to warrant or hold admissions. Finally, every unit increase in the amount of bail
set at admission increases length of stay by 83%.
Model 3 controls for variance in discharge characteristics, which slightly increases agegroup differences in length of stay, but the effect of age remains non-significant. However, there
are significant differences in length of stay by discharge status and disposition, although the effects
of sex, race/ethnicity, drug use, and admission characteristics are reduced. Compared to those
discharged as Pretrial Detention, length of stay is 1.11 times longer for individuals discharged as
City Sentenced, 2.81 times longer those discharged as State Ready, and more than three times
longer for those discharged as Other. Finally, people disposed as Pretrial Release (either by paying
bail or are released on their own recognizance) spend the least amount of time in pretrial detention
compared to all other disposition outcomes. Notably, length of stay is 11.41 times longer for those
whose cases were disposed as Other, 5.17 times longer for those disposed as Time Served, almost
five times longer for those disposed as Resolved-No Sentence, and 4.12 times longer for people
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who disposed as Conditional Discharge. Lastly, length of stay is 3.62 times longer for people who
receive a Custodial Sentence.
Table 9. Negative Binomial Regression Models Estimating Age Differences in Length of Stay in Pretrial Detention
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
N=82,155
N=52,100
N=52,099
IRR
95% CI
IRR
95% CI
IRR
95% CI
Age group (Ref=18-25)
16-17-year-olds
0.987
0.931
1.047
0.981
0.922 1.043 1.058
0.996 1.124
26-31-year-olds
0.975
0.939
1.013
1.017
0.972 1.064 1.040
0.992 1.091
Male
1.249*** 1.164 1.339 1.107**
1.032 1.187
Race/ethnicity (Ref=White)
Black
1.699*** 1.546 1.867 1.397***
1.275 1.530
Latinx
1.551*** 1.408 1.708 1.325***
1.205 1.457
Other race/ethnicity
1.067
0.908 1.253 1.094
0.943 1.270
Self-reported drug use
1.471*** 1.385 1.563 1.201***
1.125 1.282
Borough of residence
(Ref=Brooklyn)
The Bronx
1.034
0.943 1.134 1.017
0.927 1.115
Manhattan
1.060
0.965 1.164 1.082
0.990 1.182
Queens
0.908*
0.831 0.992 0.945
0.867 1.030
Staten Island
0.900
0.710 1.140 0.795*
0.653 0.968
Other
1.067
0.972 1.172 1.086
0.988 1.193
Borough of arraignment
(Ref=Brooklyn)
The Bronx
1.053
0.954 1.163 1.023
0.924 1.131
Manhattan
1.088
0.997 1.188 0.912*
0.839 0.991
Queens
0.789*** 0.725 0.859 0.838***
0.771 0.911
Staten Island
0.909
0.722 1.145 0.858
0.704 1.046
Admission charge
(Ref=Felony person)
Misd. Person
0.818*** 0.756 0.885 0.851***
0.789 0.919
Felony Property
0.980
0.915 1.049 0.928*
0.868 0.992
Misd. Property
0.934
0.844 1.034 0.829***
0.747 0.919
Felony Drug
0.802*** 0.758 0.848 0.808***
0.759 0.859
Misd. Drug
0.795*** 0.709 0.891 0.698***
0.615 0.793
Felony Other
0.873*** 0.811 0.939 0.886**
0.821 0.958
Misd. Other
0.800*** 0.727 0.880 0.737***
0.679 0.800
Warrant/hold
0.500*** 0.367 0.681 0.425***
0.313 0.578
Bail at admission
1.831*** 1.798 1.864 1.508***
1.480 1.537
Discharge status
(Ref=Pretrial detention)
City sentenced
1.108**
1.026 1.197
State ready
2.813***
2.622 3.019
Other
3.050***
2.667 3.489
Disposition at discharge
(Ref=Pretrial release)
Resolved-No sentence
4.968***
4.386 5.626
Custodial sentence
3.617***
3.428 3.817
Time served
5.171***
4.787 5.585
Conditional discharge
4.124***
3.871 4.394
Other
11.413***
9.594 13.577
Constant
49.109***
48.015 50.228 0.109*** 0.089 0.133 0.215***
0.175 0.264
Pseudo R2
0.000
0.040
0.084
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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Neighborhood Effects on Pretrial Length of Stay
Table 10 shows a multilevel mixed effects model estimating neighborhood effects on age
differences in length of stay with age-group randomized across zip code. The results show that
although there are no significant main effects of neighborhood disadvantage, both poverty and
educational attainment have significant moderating effects on the difference in length of stay
between 16-17-year-olds and 18-25-year-olds.
Table 10. Random Effects Negative Binomial Regression Model Estimating Neighborhood Effects on
Age Differences in Length of Stay in Pretrial Detention (N=49,335)
IRR
95% CI
Age group (Ref = 18-25)
16-17-year-olds
1.024
0.978
1.071
26-31-year-olds
0.993
0.961
1.026
***
Poverty
1.291
1.187
1.405
*
Employment
1.054
1.001
1.110
Education
1.103**
1.031
1.180
*
***
16-17 Poverty
1.236
1.135
1.346
26-31 * Poverty
1.030
0.972
1.091
*
16-17 Employment
1.026
0.963
1.093
*
26-31 Employment
1.036
0.992
1.081
16-17 * Education
1.219***
1.122
1.326
*
26-31 Education
1.047
0.990
1.107
Control variables
Sex
1.182***
1.125
1.242
***
Race/ethnicity
0.879
0.861
0.897
Self-reported drug use
1.413***
1.349
1.481
Borough of residence
0.980
0.947
1.015
Borough of arraignment
0.964***
0.946
0.981
***
Admission charge
0.967
0.962
0.973
***
Bail at admission
1.778
1.760
1.797
Discharge status
1.603***
1.568
1.638
***
Disposition at discharge
0.797
0.788
0.807
Constant
0.247***
0.210
0.290
Slope
0.005
0.002
0.010
Intercept
0.053
0.033
0.085
*
p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

71

Average marginal effects of neighborhood characteristics are presented in Table 11 and
show that in general, higher levels of neighborhood poverty, and education increase age
differences in length of stay, particularly between 16-17-year-olds and 18-25-year-olds. For every
unit increase in neighborhood poverty, length of stay for 16-17-year-olds increases by 21.7 days
on average compared to 11.45 days for 18-25-year-olds, and 12.8 days for 26-31-year-olds. In
other words, 16-17-year-olds living in neighborhoods with higher levels of poverty stay 10.24 days
longer in pretrial detention than 18-25-year-olds. Further, for every unit increase in neighborhood
education, length of stay for 16-17-year-olds increases by an average of 13.75 days compared to
only 4.39 days for 18-25-year-olds, and 6.46 days for 26-31-year-olds. In other words, 16-17-yearolds living in neighborhoods with higher levels of educational attainment stay 9.36 days longer in
pretrial detention compared to 18-25-year-olds.

Table 11. Average Marginal Effects of Neighborhood Characteristics on Age and Pretrial Length of Stay
Poverty

16-17year-olds
18-25year-olds
26-31year-olds

Employment

β

SE

β

SE

21.695***

2.839

16.130

27.261

3.651*

1.717

0.286

11.451***

2.059

7.415

15.488

2.365*

1.186

12.811***

2.379

8.148

17.473

3.954**

1.418

95% CI

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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Education
β

SE

7.015

13.751***

2.311

9.222

18.280

0.041

4.688

4.392**

1.548

1.359

7.426

1.175

6.733

6.462***

1.803

2.928

9.996

95% CI

95% CI

Figure 1. Average Marginal Effects of Poverty on Pretrial Length of Stay

Figure 2. Average Marginal Effects of Education on Pretrial Length of Stay
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Summary of Findings
The results above suggest that length of stay in pretrial detention does not vary significantly
by age, even after controlling for within-group differences in demographics, geography, admission
characteristics, and discharge characteristics. However, neighborhood-level poverty and education
appear to increase length of stay among 16-17-year-olds only, but these effects are marginal since
pseudo R2 values indicate that neighborhood characteristics explain less than 0.01% of variance in
length of stay. Instead, admission and discharge characteristics appear to be the strongest
predictors of variation in length of stay compared to all other variables. In fact, admission and
discharge characteristics together explain over eight percent of variance in length of stay while
demographics and geography explain approximately 0.20% of variance.
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CHAPTER NINE
Age-group Differences in Bail Set at Discharge
The following section tests whether there is significant variation in bail set at discharge
between adolescents, emerging adults, and adults. Table 12 presents point estimates and 95%
confidence intervals from ordinary least square (OLS) regression models. Model 1 shows baseline
estimates of variation in discharge bail by age group alone. Model 2 controls for demographics
(sex, and race/ethnicity), self-reported drug use, and geography (borough of residence and borough
of arraignment), and admission characteristics (admission charge and bail set at admission) are
included in Model 3. Table 13 shows a multilevel mixed effects model estimating the impact of
neighborhood characteristic (poverty, employment, and education) on age differences in bail set
at discharge with age-group randomized across zip code. The dependent variable is logtransformed to correct for skewedness and the coefficients presented represent changes in log
dollar amounts. However, real dollar amounts (exponentiated values) are reported for greater ease
of interpretation. Partial eta-squared (p2 ) values are reported where appropriate to denote the
proportion of variance in discharge bail that is explained by each variable as a measure of effect
size.
Variation in Bail Set at Discharge
Table 12 shows that at baseline (Model 1), 18-25-year-olds received significantly lower
bail amounts at discharge compared to 16-17-year-olds, but significantly higher bail amounts
compared to 26-31-year-olds, p2=0.001. Specifically, baseline bail for 18-25-year-olds is set at
$2,253 compared to $2,540 for 16-17-year-olds and $2,186 for 26-31-year-olds. When variation
in demographics, self-reported drug use, and geography is controlled in Model 2, the difference
between 16-17-year-olds and 18-25-year-olds is reduced while the difference between 26-31-year-

75

olds and 18-25-year-olds is no longer significant. There are also significant differences in
discharge bail by sex, race/ethnicity, borough of residence, and borough of arraignment regardless
of age. When all else is equal, men receive $1.25 in discharge bail for every dollar set for women,
p2=0.002, while people of other race/ethnicity receive $1.13 in discharge bail for every dollar set
for White people, p2<0.001. Furthermore, discharge bail is set at significantly lower amounts for
residents of Brooklyn compared to people who live in Manhattan (one dollar to every $0.88) and
the Bronx (one dollar to every $0.90), and Other (one dollar to every $0.93), p2<0.001. On the
other hand, discharge bail amounts are significantly lower for people arraigned in Brooklyn
compared to those arraigned in Manhattan (one dollar to every $1.17), the Bronx (one dollar to
every $1.46), and Queens (one dollar to every $1.60), p2=0.009.
When admission characteristics are added to Model 3, the difference in discharge bail
between 16-17-year-olds and 18-25-year-olds is reversed such that 16-17-year-olds now receive
significantly lower bail amounts compared to 18-25-year-olds. For every dollar of discharge bail
set for 18-25-year-olds, $0.96 is set for 16-17-year-olds, p2<0.001. The difference between men
and women is also significantly reduced and there is now no significant variation in discharge bail
by race/ethnicity or by borough of residence. The differences in discharge bail by borough of
arraignment are also significantly reduced, but people arraigned in Staten Island now receive
significantly higher bail amounts that those arraigned in Brooklyn ($1.27 for every dollar),
p2=0.013.
Discharge bail is set at significantly higher amounts for people admitted on felony person
charges compared to all except felony drug and other felony charges, p2=0.007. Notably, for every
dollar of discharge bail set for people admitted on felony person charges, $1.02 is set for felony
drug charges and $1.05 is set for other felony charges. Finally, every dollar increase in admission

76

bail is associated with an increase of $2.39 in discharge bail. Moreover, partial eta-squared values
show that the amount of bail set at admission is the strongest predictor of variation in bail set at
discharge. Specifically, admission bail alone explains 79% of the total variance in bail set at
discharge, which accounts for over 90% of the amount of variance explained by Model 3,
ηp2=0.788, R2=0.867.
Table 12. OLS Regression Models Estimating Age Differences in Bail Set at Discharge
Model 1
Model 2
N=49,134
N=41,786
β
95% CI
β
95% CI
Age group (Ref=18-25)
16-17-year-olds
0.987
0.931
1.047
0.108***
0.070
0.147
26-31-year-olds
0.975
0.939
1.013
-0.014
-0.040
0.013
Male
0.221***
0.178
0.263
Race/ethnicity (Ref=White)
Black
-0.010
-0.060
0.041
Latinx
-0.024
-0.076
0.029
Other race/ethnicity
0.130**
0.050
0.211
Self-reported drug use
-0.028
-0.073
0.017
Borough of residence
(Ref=Brooklyn)
The Bronx
-0.102*** -0.160
-0.045
Manhattan
-0.127*** -0.181
-0.074
Queens
0.017
-0.036
0.071
Staten Island
0.079
-0.047
0.204
Other
-0.073*
-0.130
-0.016
Borough of arraignment
(Ref=Brooklyn)
The Bronx
0.382***
0.322
0.442
Manhattan
0.156***
0.107
0.205
Queens
0.474***
0.421
0.526
Staten Island
0.027
-0.099
0.153
Admission charge
(Ref=Felony Person)
Misd. Person
Felony Property
Misd. Property
Felony Drug
Misd. Drug
Felony Other
Misd. Other
Warrant/hold
Bail at admission
Constant
7.717*** 7.702
7.731
7.356***
7.291
7.422
R2
0.001
0.028
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

77

β

Model 3
N=39,191
95% CI

-0.036***
-0.000
0.038***

-0.050
-0.011
0.022

-0.021
-0.010
0.054

0.006
0.004
0.008
0.019*

-0.014
-0.016
-0.023
0.002

0.025
0.023
0.039
0.036

0.002
-0.012
0.005
-0.020
-0.013

-0.020
-0.033
-0.016
-0.067
-0.035

0.024
0.009
0.025
0.028
0.008

0.142***
0.107***
0.214***
0.238***

0.119
0.088
0.194
0.190

0.165
0.126
0.234
0.286

-0.089***
-0.029**
-0.081***
0.017*
-0.069***
0.047***
-0.090***
-0.091***
0.865***
0.711***

-0.106
-0.046
-0.105
0.003
-0.091
0.030
-0.110
-0.129
0.861
0.665
0.865

-0.072
-0.011
-0.058
0.031
-0.046
0.065
-0.069
-0.053
0.869
0.757

Neighborhood Effects on Bail Set at Discharge
Table 13 shows the multilevel mixed effects model estimating neighborhood effects on age
differences in discharge bail, with age-group randomized across zip code. The overall differences
in discharge bail between age groups remains unchanged, and there are no significant main effects
of neighborhood poverty, employment, or education, p2<0.001. There are also no significant
moderating effects of poverty, employment, or education on age differences in discharge bail,
p2<0.001. Meanwhile, admission bail is again the strongest predictor of variation in discharge
bail, accounting for over 90% of the total variance explained by the model. Variation in discharge
status and disposition at discharge was also controlled for. However, there were no discernible
changes to either the point estimates or model fit therefore these results are not presented.
Table 13. Multilevel Regression Model Estimating Neighborhood Effects on Age Differences in Bail
Set at Discharge (N=37,213)
β
95% CI
Age group (Ref=18-25)
16-17-year-olds
-0.027***
-0.042
-0.012
26-31-year-olds
-0.008
-0.018
0.003
Poverty
-0.009
-0.029
0.010
Employment
0.008
-0.004
0.021
Education
-0.031***
-0.047
-0.014
16-17 * Poverty
0.017
-0.012
0.045
26-31 * Poverty
0.000
-0.019
0.019
*
16-17 Employment
0.014
-0.007
0.034
26-31 * Employment
0.001
-0.013
0.015
16-17 * Education
0.007
-0.021
0.035
26-31 * Education
0.005
-0.013
0.024
Sex
0.042***
0.026
0.059
Race/ethnicity
0.003
-0.004
0.010
**
Self-reported drug use
0.023
0.006
0.040
Borough of residence
0.002
-0.006
0.011
Borough of arraignment
0.036***
0.030
0.043
Admission charge
0.002
-0.000
0.004
Bail at admission
0.888***
0.884
0.892
Discharge status
0.038**
0.012
0.063
***
Disposition at discharge
-0.009
-0.013
-0.004
Constant
0.467***
0.399
0.535
Slope
6.22e-12
8.12e-14
4.77e-10
Intercept
0.002
0.002
0.003
*

p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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Summary of Findings
The results above show that only 16-17-year-olds and 18-25-year-olds differ significantly
in the amount of bail set at discharge after controlling for demographics, geography, and admission
characteristics. Specifically, when all else is equal, 16-17-year-olds receive significantly lower bail
amounts at discharge compared to 18-25-year-olds. Meanwhile, there is no significant difference
in discharge bail between 26-31-year-olds and 18-25-year-olds. Furthermore, when all else is equal,
bail set at admission is the strongest predictor of variation in discharge bail, over and above
demographics, geography, admission charge, discharge status, and disposition at discharge.
Finally, there are no significant moderating effects of neighborhood-level poverty, employment,
or education on age-group differences in discharge bail.
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CHAPTER TEN
Age-group Differences in the Likelihood of Readmission to Pretrial Detention
In this section I examine age differences in the likelihood of readmission to pretrial
detention 1-year, 2-years, and 3-years following discharge. Tables 14 to 17 present odds ratios and
95% confidence intervals from logistic regression models. Table 14 shows baseline probabilities
of readmission by age group alone at each follow-up period. Models presented in Table 15 control
for demographics (sex, and race/ethnicity use), self-reported drug use, and geography (borough of
residence and borough of arraignment), and admission characteristics (admission charge and bail
set at admission). Table 16 shows multilevel mixed effects models estimating the impact of
neighborhood characteristics (poverty, employment, and educational attainment) on age
differences in likelihood of readmission, with the age-group randomized across zip code.
Readmission is a dichotomous variable indicating whether any pretrial readmission event occurred
following discharge at each follow-up period.
Variation in Likelihood of Readmission
Table 14 shows significant differences in the likelihood of pretrial readmission after
discharge at baseline (Model 1) between adolescents, emerging adults, and adults. Specifically,
both 16-17-year-olds and 26-31-year-olds are significantly less likely than 18-25-year-olds to be
readmitted to pretrial at all three time points. Furthermore, as time between discharge and followup increases, the difference between 16-17-year-olds and 18-25-year-olds also increases while the
difference between 18-25-year-olds and 26-31-year-olds decreases. Compared to 18-25-year-olds,
16-17-year-olds are 42% less likely to be readmitted one year after discharge, 62% less likely at
year two and 64% less likely at year three. On the other hand, compared to 18-25-year-olds, 26-

80

31-year-olds are 13% less likely to be readmitted a year one, 9% less likely at year two, and 6%
less likely at year three.
Table 14. Logistic Regression Models Estimating Age Differences in Likelihood of Readmission to
Pretrial Detention at Baseline (N=83,253)
1-year Follow-up
2-years Follow-up
3-years Follow-up
OR
95% CI
OR
95% CI
OR
95% CI
Age group
(Ref = 18-25)
16-17-year-olds 0.577*** 0.531 0.626 0.577*** 0.531 0.626 0.356*** 0.331 0.384
26-31-year-olds 0.871*** 0.832 0.912 0.871*** 0.832 0.912 0.936*** 0.904 0.970
Constant
0.154*** 0.150 0.158 0.291*** 0.285 0.297 0.313*** 0.306 0.319
2
Pseudo R
0.001
0.009
0.011
*

p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

Table 15 shows that age-group differences in likelihood of readmission remain significant
and increase in magnitude after controlling for demographics, self-reported drug use, geography,
admission characteristics, and discharge characteristics. Notably, the difference between 16-17year-olds and 18-25-year-olds, and between 26-31-year-olds and 18-25-year-olds increases at all
three time points.
There are significant differences in likelihood of readmission by demographic
characteristics and prior drug use. Men are 1.56 times more likely than women to be readmitted
one year after discharge, 1.73 times more likely at 2-years follow-up, and 1.76 times more likely
at 3-years follow-up. Black people are 1.46 times more likely than White people to be readmitted
at 1-year follow-up, 1.58 times more likely at 2-years follow-up, and 1.63 times more likely at 3years follow-up. Meanwhile, at one year after discharge, Latinx people are 1.17 times more likely
than White people to be readmitted, 1.23 times more likely at 2-years follow-up, and 1.26 times
more likely at 3-years follow-up. Additionally, individuals reporting prior drug use are over 65%
more likely to be readmitted at all three time points.
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While there are no significant differences in likelihood of readmission between residents
of Brooklyn and those who live in the four other New York City boroughs, people who live outside
of New York City or those with residence unknown are almost 50% less likely than Brooklyn
residents to be readmitted. There is also no significant variation in likelihood of readmission by
borough of arraignment. Meanwhile, individuals admitted on felony person charges are
significantly less likely to be readmitted compared to those admitted on felony and misdemeanor
property and drug charges, other misdemeanor charges, and those admitted on warrants or holds.
Notably, compared to people admitted on felony person charges, those admitted on misdemeanor
property charges are 2.23 times more likely to be readmitted while people admitted on
misdemeanor drug charges are 2.45 times more likely. Furthermore, for every dollar increase in
the amount of bail set at admission, likelihood of readmission increases by about six percent across
all follow-up periods.
Finally, there is significant variation in likelihood of readmission across discharge
characteristics. Across all three follow-up periods, individuals discharged as City Sentenced and
State Ready are between 1.42 and 1.66 times more likely to be readmitted compared to those
discharged Pretrial Detention. Individuals with cases disposed as Pretrial Release are far less likely
to be readmitted compared to all other disposition outcomes except Other. People who receive a
Custodial Sentence are around 1.7 times more likely to be readmitted within three years of
discharge compared to those with cases disposed as Pretrial Release.
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Table 15. Logistic Regression Models Estimating Age Differences in Likelihood of Readmission to Pretrial
Detention, Full Model
1-year Follow-up
2-years Follow-up
3-years Follow-up
N=52,403
N=52,403
N=52,403
OR
95% CI
OR
95% CI
OR
95% CI
Age group (Ref=18-25)
16-17-year-olds
0.541*** 0.484 0.605 0.349*** 0.316 0.386 0.325*** 0.294 0.360
26-31-year-olds
0.829*** 0.779 0.881 0.874*** 0.832 0.918 0.906*** 0.864 0.950
Male
1.558*** 1.389 1.747 1.731*** 1.577 1.901 1.764*** 1.610 1.933
Race/ethnicity (Ref=White)
Black
1.456*** 1.276 1.661 1.579*** 1.419 1.757 1.630*** 1.468 1.811
Latinx
1.166*
1.018 1.335 1.229*** 1.101 1.371 1.257*** 1.129 1.400
Other race/ethnicity
1.118
0.895 1.398 1.185
0.992 1.415 1.213*
1.020 1.443
Self-reported drug use
1.662*** 1.530 1.806 1.727*** 1.610 1.851 1.706*** 1.592 1.827
Borough of residence
(Ref=Brooklyn)
The Bronx
1.011
0.887 1.153 1.006
0.905 1.119 1.000
0.901 1.109
Manhattan
1.001
0.885 1.133 0.992
0.898 1.100 0.976
0.885 1.076
Queens
0.892
0.785 1.013 0.933
0.842 1.035 0.918
0.830 1.015
Staten Island
0.995
0.744 1.331 0.913
0.720 1.156 0.908
0.720 1.144
Other
0.568*** 0.488 0.662 0.529*** 0.468 0.597 0.518*** 0.460 0.584
Borough of arraignment
(Ref=Brooklyn)
The Bronx
0.996
0.867 1.145 0.980
0.875 1.097 0.996
0.892 1.112
Manhattan
0.989
0.879 1.113 1.038
0.944 1.141 1.054
0.961 1.156
Queens
0.954
0.842 1.081 0.916
0.828 1.015 0.925
0.837 1.022
Staten Island
1.027
0.767 1.375 1.123
0.886 1.422 1.130
0.897 1.425
Admission charge
(Ref=Felony Person)
Misd. Person
1.642*** 1.471 1.834 1.755*** 1.607 1.917 1.791*** 1.643 1.953
Felony Property
1.280*** 1.147 1.427 1.327*** 1.216 1.449 1.342*** 1.232 1.462
Misd. Property
2.231*** 1.953 2.549 2.266*** 2.029 2.531 2.329*** 2.089 2.596
Felony Drug
1.332*** 1.223 1.451 1.374*** 1.283 1.472 1.401*** 1.310 1.498
Misd. Drug
2.448*** 2.162 2.772 2.470*** 2.228 2.739 2.517*** 2.274 2.785
Felony Other
0.904
0.800 1.022 0.864**
0.783 0.953 0.893*
0.813 0.982
***
***
Misd. Other
2.088
1.849 2.358 1.938
1.752 2.144 1.953*** 1.769 2.156
Warrant/hold
1.044
0.794 1.373 1.192
0.968 1.469 1.225
0.999 1.501
Bail at admission
1.053*** 1.025 1.081 1.055*** 1.032 1.078 1.064*** 1.042 1.087
Discharge status
(Ref=Pretrial detention)
City sentenced
1.419*** 1.231 1.635 1.602*** 1.422 1.804 1.663*** 1.479 1.870
State ready
1.436*** 1.234 1.670 1.596*** 1.406 1.811 1.635*** 1.444 1.852
Other
0.908
0.710 1.161 1.175
0.970 1.424 1.328*** 1.103 1.600
Disposition at discharge
(Ref=Pretrial release)
Resolved – no sentence
1.574*** 1.300 1.907 1.358*** 1.156 1.596 1.319*** 1.126 1.544
Custodial sentence
1.729*** 1.607 1.860 1.718*** 1.619 1.823 1.670*** 1.576 1.770
Time served
1.595*** 1.387 1.835 1.454*** 1.294 1.635 1.371*** 1.222 1.539
Conditional discharge
1.557*** 1.419 1.708 1.539*** 1.428 1.658 1.492*** 1.387 1.604
Other
1.534
0.996 2.364 1.267
0.877 1.831 1.193
0.830 1.715
Constant
0.024*** 0.018 0.032 0.038*** 0.030 0.048 0.037*** 0.029 0.046
Pseudo R2
0.043
0.058
0.060
*
p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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Neighborhood Effects on Likelihood of Readmission
Table 16 shows multilevel mixed effects models estimating neighborhood effects on age
differences in likelihood of readmission, with age-group randomized across zip code. There are
significant main effects of neighborhood poverty and educational attainment at all follow-up
periods, whereby the likelihood of readmission for 18-25-year-olds increases by between 11.4%
and 16.3%.
Table 16. Mixed Effect Model Estimating Neighborhood Effects on Age and Likelihood of Readmission to Pretrial
Detention
1-year Follow-up
2-years Follow-up
3-years Follow-up
N=49,629
N=49,629
N=49,629
OR
95% CI
OR
95% CI
OR
95% CI
Age group (Ref=18-25)
16-17-year-olds
0.511*** 0.457 0.572 0.326*** 0.295
0.361 0.303*** 0.294 0.335
***
***
26-31-year-olds
0.858
0.806 0.913 0.914
0.870
0.961 0.950*
0.905 0.997
**
***
Poverty
1.114
1.030 1.206 1.163
1.093
1.237 1.148*** 1.080 1.220
Employment
0.993
0.944 1.045 0.963
0.925
1.002 0.967
0.930 1.006
Education
1.076*
1.003 1.155 1.098*** 1.039
1.161 1.079**
1.022 1.139
16-17 * Poverty
0.820
0.658 1.021 0.867
0.711
1.058 0.871
0.714 1.062
26-31 * Poverty
0.949
0.845 1.065 1.008
0.919
1.105 1.012
0.925 1.107
16-17 * Employment
1.099
0.936 1.291 1.178*
1.018
1.363 1.172*
1.013 1.356
26-31 * Employment
0.972
0.894 1.058 0.993
0.929
1.061 0.984
0.922 1.049
16-17 * Education
0.868
0.701 1.076 0.870
0.717
1.056 0.882
0.727 1.070
26-31 * Education
0.998
0.891 1.118 1.064
0.972
1.164 1.093*
1.002 1.193
Control variables
Sex
1.552*** 1.380 1.746 1.723*** 01.567 1.894 1.762*** 1.605 1.934
Race/ethnicity
0.843*** 0.808 0.880 0.829*** 0.801
0.858 0.822 *** 0.795 0.850
***
***
Self-reported drug use
1.806
1.662 1.962 1.859
1.735
1.992 1.830*** 1.709 1.959
***
***
Borough of residence
0.922
0.887 0.958 0.936
0.909
0.965 0.928*** 0.902 0.956
**
***
Borough of arraignment
1.053
1.017 1.091 1.072
1.042
1.103 1.074*** 1.044 1.104
***
***
Admission charge
1.040
1.027 1.052 1.029
1.019
1.039 1.030*** 1.020 1.040
Bail at admission
0.997
0.978 1.018 0.993
0.976
1.010 0.998
0.982 1.014
Discharge status
0.987
0.930 1.048 1.010
0.963
1.061 1.021
0.974 1.071
Disposition at discharge
0.846*** 0.824 0.869 0.849*** 0.831
0.868 0.853*** 0.835 0.871
Constant
0.196*** 0.150 0.256 0.326*** 0.263
0.404 0.327*** 0.265 0.404
e-6
Slope
0.000
1.25
0.022 0.000
2.19e-6 0.016
e-12
e-9
Intercept
0.004
0.000 0.029 1.27
0
5.33
0
*
p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001

There are also significant moderating effects of neighborhood-level employment and
education on age differences in likelihood of readmission. At 2- and 3-years follow-up, higher
neighborhood employment reduces the difference in likelihood of readmission between 16-17-
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year-olds and 18-25-year-olds (Figure 3). Table 17 shows that every unit increase in
neighborhood employment increases the likelihood of readmission among 16-17-year-olds by
12.6 percentage points on average but decreases the likelihood of readmission among 18-25year-olds by 3.3 and 3.8 percentage points. In contrast, higher neighborhood educational
attainment increases the difference in likelihood of readmission between 18-25-year-olds and 2631-year-olds (Figure 4). Every unit increase in neighborhood educational attainment increases
the likelihood of readmission for 18-25-year-olds by 7.6 percentage points on average, and by
16.5 percentage points for 26-31-year-olds.

Figure 3. Average Marginal Effects of Employment on Likelihood of Pretrial Readmission,
2- & 3-years Follow-up
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Figure 4. Average Marginal Effects of Education on Likelihood of Readmission, 3-years
Follow-up

Table 17. Marginal Effects of Neighborhood Employment and Education on Likelihood of
Readmission to Pretrial Detention
Employment
Education
β
SE
95% CI
β
SE
95% CI
2-years Follow-up
16-17-year-olds
0.126 0.072 -0.015 0.267 -0.045
0.095 -0.231 0.141
18-25-year-olds
-0.038 0.020 -0.078 0.002 0.094*** 0.028 0.038 0.149
26-31-year-olds
-0.046 0.028 -0.100 0.009 0.155*** 0.037 0.082 0.229
3-years Follow-up
16-17-year-olds
0.126 0.072 -0.015 0.267 -0.049
0.095 -0.235 0.137
18-25-year-olds
-0.033 0.020 -0.072 0.006 0.076**
0.028 0.022 0.131
26-31-year-olds
-0.050 0.027 -0.103 0.003 0.165*** 0.036 0.094 0.237
*

p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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Summary of Findings
The results above suggest that there are significant age group differences in likelihood of
pretrial readmission within three years of discharge from pretrial detention. Overall, 18-25-yearolds are significantly more likely to be readmitted at all time points compared to both 16-17-yearolds and 26-31-year-olds. However, the strongest predictors of variation in likelihood of
readmission appear to be self-reported drug use, admission characteristics, and discharge
characteristics, rather than age. Nevertheless, while there are consistently large effect sizes for
these variables across models and across follow-up periods, these variables explain less than 10%
of overall variance in likelihood of readmission. For 18-25-year-olds, neighborhood-level poverty
and educational attainment are associated with higher likelihood of readmission at all follow-up
periods. However, there is no significant moderating effect of poverty on age differences in
likelihood of readmission. In contrast, higher neighborhood-level employment increases the
difference between 16-17-year-olds and 18-25-year-olds, while higher neighborhood-level
education increases the difference in likelihood of readmission between 18-25-year-olds and 2631-year-olds.
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CHAPTER ELEVEN
Discussion
This study provides important insight into the characteristics and outcomes of people
admitted to pretrial detention in New York City jails. In addition to documenting the characteristics
of the pretrial detention population, this study explores whether demographics, geography,
admission characteristics, and discharge characteristics vary by age: between adolescents aged 16
to 17, emerging adults aged 18 to 25, and adults aged 26 to 31. It also examines whether there are
significant age-group differences in pretrial incarceration outcomes including pretrial length of
stay, bail set at discharge, and likelihood of pretrial readmission and whether these differences are
influenced by neighborhood characteristics. Using a resources-challenges framework of emerging
adulthood, I hypothesize that outcomes are worse for emerging adults compared to both
adolescents and adults due to the combined effects of person-level challenges such as stilldeveloping cognitive functioning, susceptibility to risk-taking behavior, pressure to fulfill adult
roles, and a lack of neighborhood-level resources such as social services for adolescents and job
and familial stability for adults.
As hypothesized, there are significant age-group differences in bail set at discharge, and
likelihood of pretrial readmission, but not in length of stay. Findings confirm that emerging adults
are more likely to be readmitted compared to both adolescents and adults, but adolescents generally
receive higher bail amounts at discharge compared to emerging adults. Findings also show that
neighborhood-level poverty, employment, and educational attainment have significant moderating
effects on age-group differences in length of stay and likelihood of readmission, albeit in
unexpected ways. Rather than improving outcomes, higher levels of neighborhood employment
and educational attainment increase length of stay and likelihood of readmission for adolescents
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but not for emerging adults or adults. The findings suggest that although neighborhood
characteristics do matter, the mechanisms through which they impact age differences in outcomes
require further investigation.
Overall, findings also confirm the existence of significant age-group differences in the
characteristics of people detained pretrial in New York City jails. Racial disparities within and
between age groups align with research on the overrepresentation of minority individuals in the
criminal legal system (Demuth & Steffensmeier, 2004). Greater prevalence of Black and Latinx
individuals among 16-17-year-olds also support findings from research on the adultification of
minority children showing that Black and Latinx children and adolescents are perceived to be as
culpable of crime as adults, and therefore are more likely to have contact with the criminal legal
system than White youth (Burton, 2007; Goff et al., 2014; Rattan et al., 2012). Additionally, agegroup variation in where individuals are arraigned compared to where they reside align with trends
in the mobility of crime and offending in New York City (Warner et al., 2016). Specifically,
younger people are more likely to be arrested and arraigned in their home boroughs whereas older
individuals are more likely to be arrested and arraigned outside of their home borough.
Taken together, findings from this study have implications for how the criminal legal
system considers ages and how cognitive development, social support, and case processing
decisions can contribute to outcomes for young people in the criminal legal system. Implications
for age-responsive jail policies, court processing, and community support are also discussed.
Nevertheless, the relatively small amount of variance explained in these models suggest that other
factors beyond those in the administrative data influence length of stay, bail set at discharge, and
readmission outcomes.
Pretrial Incarceration Outcomes
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Length of Stay in Pretrial Detention
Length of stay in pretrial detention did not vary significantly between by age, at baseline
and after controlling for demographics, geography, admission, and discharge characteristics.
While there was significant variation across other demographic characteristics, admissions and
discharge characteristics were the strongest predictors of variation in length of stay, regardless of
age. These findings suggest that extralegal factors have little influence on pretrial length of stay
compared to case-specific factors such as the seriousness of charges and potential complexity of
cases.
Previous research shows that case processing time, which can predict length of stay, is
significantly influenced by charge type and case-seriousness (Luskin & Luskin, 1986; Wolff et al.,
2021; Zatz & Lizotte, 1985). An early study on the factors that impact case processing time found
that the seriousness of charges, defined using the maximum prison sentence attached to the top
charge, significantly increases time from arraignment to disposition (Luskin & Luskin, 1986). Zatz
and Lizotte (1985) found that for narcotics and homicide cases, time from arrest to disposition by
either guilty plea or trial is significantly longer compared to “normal” crimes like burglary and
assault. Furthermore, a recent study from New York City found that felony cases involving murder
or manslaughter charges took over 100 days longer to be disposed compared to cases involving
property crimes (Wolff et al., 2021).
Bail Set at Discharge
Counter to my hypothesis, bail set at discharge decreases as age increases, even after
accounting for demographic and geographic factors. This is unsurprising considering that
adolescents are most likely to be admitted for felony person charges, which include more serious
offenses and are generally associated with higher bail. However, after controlling for charge type,
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age differences are reversed so that adolescents receive significantly lower bail amount of bail set
at discharge compared to the two older age groups.
These findings suggests that regardless of the seriousness of their charges, adolescents are
being discharged from pretrial detention under more favorable circumstances such as being
released on their own recognizance. Since bail set at discharge can depend on how a case
progresses over the pretrial period, for example if an individual is conditionally discharged, a
reduction in discharge bail may indicate a favorable case outcome. Age may in fact be the
protective factor in such circumstances. As hypothesized under the resources-challenges
framework, adolescents are more likely to benefit from existing services such as pretrial diversion
or alternatives to incarceration due to greater access to these alternatives and because criminal
justice policies are often more cognizant and responsive to the needs of children and adolescents.
In New York City for instance, court advocacy services provided by the Osborne Association assist
individuals as young as 13 with charges ranging from misdemeanors to violent felonies with court
advocacy and mitigation, to achieve more favorable case outcomes such as early release, charge
reduction or charge dismissal, which in turn may reduce or even eliminate discharge bail (NYC
Mayor’s Office of Criminal Justice, 2020).
Likelihood of Readmission to Pretrial Detention
Regardless of how much time has passed since discharge, emerging adults are consistently
more likely to be readmitted to pretrial detention compared to both adolescents and adult, while
adolescents are least likely to be readmitted. However, over time, the difference between
adolescents and emerging adults increases while the gap between emerging adults and adults
narrows. Age again may be a protective factor for adolescents, the impact of which is sustained
over time. There are a number of possible explanations for the improvement of outcomes among
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adolescents. First, as hypothesized under the resources-challenges framework, there are likely to
be more services and external resources available to adolescents, both in communities and
provided through institutions such as the courts, pretrial service agencies, or other social service
organizations (Osgood et al., 2010). Particularly in the criminal legal system, children and
adolescents are viewed as vulnerable and susceptible to rehabilitation and are provided a level of
care that is generally unavailable once individuals turn 18 (Osgood et al., 2010).
Further, support from members of the community can work in conjunction with
institutional resources to more effectively prevent contact with the system. Community members
can provide tangible resources such as money, shelter, transportation, and other basic survival
needs, or non-tangible resources such as employment opportunities, positive interpersonal
relationships, and informal social control (Altschuler & Brash, 2004; Berg & Heubner, 2011;
Martinez & Abrams, 2013; Mears & Travis, 2004). Institutional resources can range from
outpatient drug abuse treatment and mental health services such as through Juvenile Drug
Treatment Court Programs, to vocational training and educational programs such as through the
Second Chance Act (Altschuler & Brash, 2004; Mears & Travis, 2004; Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention, 2019). The sooner young people receive such services postincarceration, the more successful they are at transitioning back to the community, and the less
likely they are to be rearrested or reincarcerated (Bullis, Yovanoff, & Havel, 2004).
A second explanation is that younger individuals are more likely or more able to resume
schooling after release from jail, which can be an effective safety net against recidivism.
Particularly for young adults and adolescents transitioning into adulthood, continued education
post-incarceration represents a “hook for change” (Runell, 2017). Formerly incarcerated young
adults who enrolled in college programs post-release not only had greater access to noncriminal
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employment options, but they were also more optimistic about desisting from crime altogether
(Runell, 2017). Schooling and employment opportunities represent individual- and neighborhoodlevel resources that, combined with more institutional support and fewer personal challenges, may
help to prevent adolescents from falling back into offending behaviors.
A lack of services and resources may explain why likelihood of readmission for adults
seems to increase over time. First, I find that adults are more likely to report drug use prior to
detention and are more likely to be admitted on drug charges. Consequently, the risk of reoffending
on drug charges increases, particularly if people do not have access to effective health services and
substance use treatment in the community (Altschuler & Brash, 2004; Berg & Heubner, 2011;
Freudenberg et al., 2005; Martinez & Abrams, 2013; Osgood et al., 2012). Within-age-group
estimates show that one year after discharge from pretrial detention, prior drug use increases the
likelihood of readmission for 26-31-year-olds by 66.2%, and those admitted on misdemeanor drug
charges are 64.2% more likely to be readmitted compared to those admitted on felony person
charges (see Appendix A, Table A1). The effects of prior drug use and drug-related offending are
even stronger over time. Three years after discharge, 26-31-year-olds reporting prior drug use are
73.3% more likely to be readmitted, and those admitted on misdemeanor drug charges are 82.1%
more likely to be readmitted. However, interventions and programming could be of assistance.
Prior research also shows that adult women who participated in drug or alcohol programs were 75%
less likely to use heavy drugs in the year after release from jail (Freudenberg et al., 2005).
Additionally, those who had health insurance post-release were 50% less likely to sell drugs.
Second, older individuals are more likely to experience homelessness, which can lead to
more frequent contact with the criminal legal system. In the study cohort, more than 9% of adults
did not have a New York City or valid zip code, compared to less than 4% of adolescents. This
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aligns with other research from New York City showing that over 7% of arrested individuals were
either living on the street or in shelters at the time of arrest (Peterson, 2015). Further, around 31%
of homeless New Yorkers who were arrested were detained pretrial compared to less than 10% of
non-homeless individuals. One explanation is that individuals deprived of stable housing are more
likely to report new or continued drug use, which can subsequently increase the risk of drug-related
offending (Freudenberg et al., 2005; van Olphen et al., 2009). Approximately 17% of arrests of
homeless New Yorkers were for non-marijuana drug offenses, compared to 12% of arrests of nonhomeless individuals (Peterson, 2015). The compounding effects of homelessness and drug use
can again push older individuals through the revolving doors of pretrial detention; a factor that
may not exist for adolescents who may have more institutional safety nets.
Third, 26-31-year-olds are more likely to have prior offending and arrest history compared
to adolescents and emerging adult by virtue of age. Even if they were not previously detained, they
may still be seen as higher risk for recidivism if they have prior arrests. Consequently, adults may
be more likely to be detained pretrial for any future arrests because judges set higher amount of
bail at arraignment. Prior research also supports this. Among individuals processed in federal
courts, approximately 79% of those with at least one prior arrest were detained pretrial compared
to 64% of those with no prior arrests (Cohen, 2013). Cohen (2013) also found that 84% of
individuals with at least one past court appearance were detained pretrial compared to 75% of
individuals with no past court appearances.
Moderating Effects of Neighborhood Disadvantage
The results from this study show that as hypothesized, components of neighborhood
disadvantage have significant moderating effects on the relationship between age and pretrial
incarceration outcomes. Employment and educational attainment have significant effects on age
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differences in likelihood of readmission to pretrial detention at multiple time points, while poverty
and educational attainment impact age differences in pretrial length of stay. Notably, the effects of
neighborhood disadvantage were particularly strong for 16-17-year-olds.
Poverty
Generally, the hypothesis that poverty has a more acute effect on emerging adults was not
supported. However, findings show that neighborhood-level poverty is associated with longer
lengths of stay and greater likelihood of readmission among adolescents. First, I find that higher
neighborhood-level poverty increases pretrial length of stay for 16-17-year-olds, widening the gap
between adolescents and emerging adults. One explanation may be that a lack of financial support
in the community may have a large direct effect on adolescents’ ability to obtain effective legal
representation, particularly if neighborhood-level poverty is strongly correlated with parental
poverty. This in turn may affect the likelihood of favorable case outcomes such as shorter length
of stay. Hartley et al. (2010) found that having a privately retained attorney increased the likelihood
of having the top charge reduced at the plea-bargaining stage, for both people who were detained
pretrial and released on bail. However, there is also evidence showing either little to no difference
in case processing time with a private attorney compared to a public defender or court appointed
attorney, or more favorable outcomes for people represented by a public defender compared to a
private attorney, including shorter time from arraignment to disposition, and lower likelihood of a
prison sentence (Hartley, Miller, & Spohn, 2010; Luskin & Luskin, 1986; Rempel et al., 2016).
However, since the data does not provide attorney information, the direct applicability of these
findings to the current study is tenuous. Regardless, accounting for additional factors may in fact
nullify the very small effect that neighborhood-level poverty has on likelihood of readmission
among adolescents.
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Employment
First, I find that employment has a positive moderating effect on the difference in
likelihood of readmission to pretrial detention between 16-17-year-olds and 18-25-year-olds. In
other words, as neighborhood employment increases, the gap between adolescents and emerging
adults in likelihood of readmission decreases. Average marginal effects show that rather being a
protective factor, higher levels of neighborhood employment increase the risk of readmission for
16-17-year-olds over time. Interestingly, this effect only appears two years after discharge and not
earlier, suggesting a delayed effect.
One hypothesis for this counterintuitive finding is that neighborhoods with higher rates of
employment have fewer community members available during the workday to provide social
support or informal social control for 16-17-year-olds returning home from jail. As a result,
neighborhood employment becomes a risk factor for adolescents. Although I did not find
statistically significant average marginal effects among 18-25-year-olds or 26-31-year-olds, older
individuals may still benefit indirectly from high neighborhood-level employment. Particularly for
emerging adults, community members who are gainfully employed may be able to assist those
returning home from jail with lawful employment or networking opportunities to reduce the need
to engage in unlawful activities (Wang et al., 2010). Alternatively, higher neighborhood
employment means that there are perhaps more people to turn to for financial and social support
while individuals regain their footing once released from jail, which can also help to reduce the
risk of future offending and pretrial incarceration (Wang et al., 2010). In these respects, increasing
neighborhood-level resources via neighborhood employment may offset individual-level
challenges among emerging adults, thus reducing the negative consequences of the resourceschallenges framework, while increasing existing resources and reinforcing stability among adults.
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Educational Attainment
Interestingly, greater neighborhood-level educational attainment appears to increase
pretrial length of stay among 16-17-year-olds. Moreover, it has no impact on length of stay among
18-25-year-olds or 26-31-year-olds. This counterintuitive finding suggests that not only does
social capital via educational attainment have no protective effect, but it can lead to worse
outcomes for younger individuals. One possibility is that because adolescents are more likely to
be detained for more serious offenses, their cases have less room for discretionary adjudication,
are less likely to be eligible for non-monetary release, are less likely to be impacted by mitigating
factors, and are more likely to have longer case processing times due to more complex case
processing. For example, serious felony charges may be indicted, which may require more
evidence-gathering before proceeding to trial in Supreme Court, thus significantly increasing case
processing time compared to lesser felony and misdemeanor charges. Rempel et al. (2016) found
that in New York City, the average case processing time for indicted felonies was 325 days
compared to 199 days for felonies that were resolved in criminal court on a reduced charge. In
such cases, the amount of social capital among community members or even family is unlikely to
translate to meaningful support during the pretrial process that could lead to more favorable
outcomes.
Furthermore, adolescents in the study cohort come from neighborhoods with higher levels
of poverty and lower levels of employment therefore, if adolescents charged with more serious
offenses are detained on bail amounts that are too high for families and communities to afford, any
marginal increase in neighborhood educational attainment may not be enough to overcome the
financial burden. The seriousness of charges compounded with an inability to pay bail will thus
increase case processing time and prolong adolescent’s stay in detention. In general, adolescents
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appear to be more impacted by neighborhood disadvantage than both emerging adults and adults.
Again, this may be because adolescents are more dependent on their immediate communities since
they are less likely than emerging adults and adults to have personal financial resources or social
networks outside of the community on which they can rely on for support (Aizer & Doyle, 2015;
Lochner, 2004; Wang et al., 2010).
Age-Differences in Characteristics of People in Pretrial Detention
Racial Disparities
Black and Latino men account for the largest proportions of admissions to pretrial detention
in all three age groups. However, there is significant variation between groups. Adolescents are
most likely to be Black compared to emerging adults and adults, but adults are most likely to be
Latinx and White. Furthermore, the younger the age group, the greater the racial disparity.
Unsurprisingly, Black and Latinx people are overrepresented in this pretrial jail population
compared to the New York City population in general. Over the study period, 23.1% of New York
City residents were non-Hispanic Black, 28.4% were Hispanic, and 33.5% were non-Hispanic
White (U.S. Census Bureau). Meanwhile among the study cohort, 54.5% were Black, 35.7% were
Latinx, and 6.4% were White. Black and Latino men are also consistently more likely to receive
less favorable pretrial incarceration outcomes compared to White men. Regardless of age or
neighborhood disadvantage, Black and Latino men spend between 1.3 and 1.7 times longer in
pretrial detention than White men. Black and Latino men are also significantly more likely to be
readmitted to pretrial compared to White men, regardless of age or neighborhood disadvantage.
However, there were no meaningful racial differences in bail set at discharge.
Race is not a central focus of the current study, but as with any examination of the U.S.
criminal legal system, particularly incarceration, it is an undeniable underlying factor. Consistent
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with findings from the present study, prior research has documented significant racial disparities
in overall system contact, incarcerated populations, pretrial decisions, and sentencing outcomes.
Black and Latinx individuals charged with felony offenses are over 50% more likely than White
individuals to be detained pretrial (Demuth & Steffensmeier, 2004).
While racial disparities in perceptions of blameworthiness manifest most tangibly in
adulthood, they often take root at younger ages. Research on the adultification of minority children
suggests that non-White children are viewed and treated as adults earlier than White children of
the same age (Burton, 2007; Goff et al., 2014). Researchers find that Black and Latinx children
are more likely to be exposed to adult knowledge prematurely, expected to assume adult roles and
responsibilities at an earlier age, and are perceived as more mature or less innocent at a younger
age compared to White peers (Burton, 2007; Goff et al., 2014). Further evidence shows that Black
and Latinx children are perceived to be less innocent and more culpable of crime than White
children (Burton, 2007; Goff et al., 2014; Rattan et al., 2012). Consequently, Black and Latinx
people are more likely to be arrested, detained, and sentenced to prison during adolescence and
young adulthood, which is consistent with the age-race relationship found in the present study
(Demuth & Steffensmeier, 2004; Doerner & Demuth, 2010; Hockenberry, 2020; Puzzanchera,
2019).
Particularly in the criminal legal system, age is far less of a protective factor for minority
youth compared to White youth. In the context of crime and punishment, Black youth are perceived
as more culpable than White youth, and equally blameworthy as Black adults (Rattan et al., 2012).
Black youth are also perceived to be more deserving of harsher punishments compared to White
peers (Rattan et al., 2012). Findings from this study and from prior research provide evidence of
the consequences of these perceptions by documenting the pervasive over-representation of Black
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and Latinx youth across difference stages of the criminal legal system. Nevertheless, there is a
need for more research on how the relationship between race and age impacts criminal legal
outcomes.
Geographic Variation
There were few age-group differences in geographic characteristics among people admitted
to pretrial detention in New York City. Overall, individuals were more likely to be arraigned in
their home boroughs. This is especially true for residents of the outer boroughs (the Bronx,
Brooklyn, and Queens) and for Staten Island residents. On the other hand, older individuals were
more likely to be arraigned outside of their home boroughs, suggesting greater mobility. In
particular, 26-31-year-olds arraigned and admitted to pretrial in New York City were more likely
to be non-NYC residents or without a valid zip code compared to 16-17-year-olds. These findings
align with prior research on trends in the mobility of crime and offending in New York City. One
study found that about 45% of individuals arrested in Manhattan were not Manhattan residents,
while over 70% of people arrested in all other boroughs also lived there (Warner et al., 2016). The
same analysis also found that more people 25 years and over who were arrested in New York City
were either not New York City residents or had no known address.
This may be because adults have more resources outside of their immediate surrounding
(e.g., money for public transportation, access to private vehicles). Another explanation may be the
prevalence of homelessness among older individuals. According to the New York City Department
of Homeless Services, almost 80% of single adults served by the city’s shelters in 2011 were over
30 (NYC Department of Homeless Services, 2012). The New York Criminal Justice Agency also
found that more than two thirds of homeless people arrested in New York City in 2013 were 30
and older (Peterson, 2015). A deeper understanding of these findings requires data on the
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prevalence of homelessness among the New York City jail population, which is not included in
the DOC data. Further analysis of mobility will also require an examination of each of the five
New York City District Attorney’s offices, as well as NYPD enforcement trends across precincts.
Differences in DA and judicial policies and practices may also explain overall geographic
variation in pretrial incarceration outcomes regardless of age. Specifically, borough differences in
length of stay and discharge bail may reflect differences in the case volume, type, and efficiency
of case processing. For example, Wolff et al. (2021) found that misdemeanor and felony
arraignments took far longer to be resolved in Manhattan and Brooklyn than in other boroughs.
Limitations
There are several limitations to the data analyzed in this study. First, the Department of
Correction data has a limited selection of variables that can be examined. It is possible that the
outcome variables used in this study – pretrial length of stay, bail set at discharge, and readmission
to pretrial detention – are not sufficiently capturing the potential effects of pretrial jail incarceration.
Further, data on bail set at discharge was missing for 40% of the cohort, predominantly among 1825-year-olds and among individuals discharged as Pretrial Detention, which may explain the lack
of significant findings on age-group differences in discharge bail.
Other variables that can reveal important age-related differences in the effects of pretrial
incarceration include physical and mental health indicators, homelessness, substance use
prevalence, case processing times and outcomes such as convictions and sentences, as well as other
measures or recidivism including rearrest and reconviction (Freudenberg et al., 2005; Freudenberg
et al., 2007; Nieuwbeerta et al., 2009; Piquero et al., 2015; Stuart & Brice-Baker, 2004). The data
is also unable to capture criminal history information such as prior arrests, and/or convictions,
which are important factors of individual- and group-level differences in criminal legal outcomes
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(Farrington et al., 2012; McGee & Farrington, 2010). A more comprehensive examination of
pretrial incarceration outcomes should also include health data, arrest data and data from the courts.
Relatedly, the focus of this study on pretrial readmissions at the exclusion of other types
of readmissions such as for jail sentences, transfers to state prison, and parole violations, may be
omitting important age-related differences in pretrial incarceration outcomes. For example, prior
research finds that 18-30-year-olds are more likely to violate parole (both technical and criminal
violations) compared to older individuals (Grattet et al., 2009; Houser, McCord, & Nicholson,
2018; Jhi & Joo, 2009). Further, the presence of neighborhood-level resources and support may
have important implications for parole outcomes, particularly among emerging adults (Grattet et
al., 2009; House, McCord, & Nicholson, 2018; Konkel, 2019). Future research should explore
whether age differences in likelihood of readmission vary across different types of readmissions,
provided conviction and sentencing data are available.
There is also a lack of individual-level data on socio-economic status, educational
attainment, and other demographic characteristics, which has two implications. First, the absence
of individual-level measures of disadvantage means that the study cannot isolate the effects of
neighborhood disadvantage on pretrial incarceration outcomes from differences between
individuals or from case-specific factors such as admission charge, admission bail, and disposition
outcome. Second, the resources-challenges framework is more directly linked to individual-level
factors such as cognitive functioning, resistance to peer influence, impulsivity, and risk-taking
behaviors which I did not measure.
Another limitation is the ability of census data to accurately capture neighborhood
characteristics. One concern is the validity of using zip codes to define neighborhoods, which can
be highly amorphous (Campbell et al., 2009; Chaix et al., 2009; Coulton et al., 2001). Particularly
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in dense urban areas like New York City, defining neighborhoods using zip codes can be
problematic because zip codes can vary significantly in size, density, and demographic make-up
(Guest & Lee, 1984; Toprani & Hadler, 2013). Moreover, the concept of “neighborhood” or
“community” is not necessarily bound by standard geographic parameters, nor are they necessarily
defined by one’s place of residence (Campbell et al., 2009; Chaix, et al., 2009; Coulton et al., 2001;
Guest & Lee, 1984; Lewicka, 2009). For example, individuals may define their neighborhood as
only constituting their immediate neighbors or only the residents in their apartment building
(Coulton et al., 2001; Guest & Lee, 1984; Lewicka, 2009). Individuals may otherwise feel a
stronger sense of community or neighborliness toward the neighborhood in which they work
compared to where they reside (Campbell et al., 2009; Chaix et al., 2009). Census data should be
supplemented with survey or ethnographic data from neighborhood residents to establish more
accurate definitions. However, the DOC data used in this study is limited to only zip code
information and future analyses would require more detailed geographic information such as x-y
coordinates.
Implications for Policy and Practice
Generally, this study finds that case-specific factors such as admission charge, bail set at
admission, discharge status, and disposition contribute more to age differences in pretrial
incarceration outcomes than either demographic or neighborhood-level characteristics. This
suggests that differences in length of stay, bail, and readmission depend primarily on the volume
and nature of cases coming into the early stages of the system such as arrest and arraignment.
Furthermore, the significant effects of discharge status and disposition on pretrial outcomes
suggest that institutional resources such as greater access to effective defense counsel, and more
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efficient case processing are important for achieving more favorable length of stay and bail
outcomes, especially if neighborhood resources have little protective effects on young people.
The finding that living in neighborhoods with higher levels of poverty and employment
increases the likelihood of readmission to pretrial detention among adolescents suggests that
services, programs, and/or supervision for young people released from custody may be more
effective if tailored around the needs of both the individual and the surrounding community. For
example, assessing a neighborhood’s level of formal and informal social control may help to
determine the type of services or programming, including school completion, opportunities for
lawful employment, and other avenues for social and civic engagement.
Applicability to New York City
In the New York City context, findings from this study may be used to inform ongoing
policy considerations around Raise the Age. Specifically, whether Raise the Age has resulted in
shorter lengths of stay and reduced recidivism among adolescents overall, and especially 16-17year-olds now diverted to family court who would otherwise have been processed in the adult
system. Research should also examine the mechanisms through which Raise the Age may impact
these outcomes, such as less overall contact with the system, the use of Alternatives to
Incarceration (ATI) programs and advocacy services and implementing robust re-entry and
discharge planning and support (New York State, n.d.; NYC Mayor’s Office of Criminal Justice,
2020). Further, the finding that 18-25-year-olds generally have less favorable pretrial incarceration
outcomes compared to both adolescents and adults may help to inform efforts around expanding
Raise the Age beyond 17.
Several court-mandated and community-based ATI programs funded by the New York
City Mayor’s Office of Criminal Justice provide services for children, adolescents, and people
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over 16 that aim to reduce the court’s reliance on incarceration and allow individuals to receive
the services they need while remaining in their communities (NYC Mayor’s Office of Criminal
Justice, 2020). For example, Reframing Opportunity Alternatives & Resilience (ROAR) provides
individualized services such as substance use treatment, cognitive-behavioral therapy, education
and employment support, and even paid internships to 16-27-year-olds charged with
misdemeanors or felonies in the Bronx, Brooklyn, and Manhattan (NYC Mayor’s Office of
Criminal Justice, 2020). So far, the efficacy of these programs has not been systematically
evaluated. Future research on criminal legal outcomes of young people, particularly in comparison
to older individuals, should consider existing programs, especially as data on program eligibility
and participation become available.
Finally, findings from this study may not be generalizable to pretrial populations outside
of New York City. Age-group differences that exist in New York City jails may not exist in other
jurisdictions, considering that during the period under study New York State was one of only two
states in the nation where the age of criminal responsibility was still 16. As such, if a similar study
was to be conducted elsewhere, different age delineations may be necessary. Further, recent Raise
the Age legislation in New York State means that future research may need to expand beyond the
adult jail population to also examine age differences in the youth system.
The present study provides a deeper understanding of the New York City pretrial
population: who is admitted, for what charges, and the outcomes that result. It also highlights the
role of age and development in understanding differences in length of stay, discharge bail, and
likelihood of readmission. In particular, the results confirm the presence of age differences in
pretrial incarceration outcomes, especially in discharge bail and likelihood of readmission. Further,
this study proposes an original, systems approach to understanding age differences in the criminal
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legal system, one which focuses on the interaction between internal and external resources and
challenges. The findings give some support to the hypothesis that components of neighborhood
disadvantage affect age differences in outcomes. However, these effects were primarily among
adolescents and not emerging adults as previously hypothesized. Furthermore, the strongest
predictors of differences in outcomes were consistently case-specific factors including admission
charge, discharge status, and disposition. While there are limitations to this study including
missing data, limited outcome variables, limited individual-level demographic and criminal history
data, and issues around generalizability, it nevertheless lays a foundation for further exploration
of age and jail outcomes, particularly as the treatment of youth in the criminal legal system has
become a central focus of reform in jurisdictions across the country.
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APPENDIX A: Likelihood of Readmission Among 26-31-year-olds
Table A1. Logistic Regression Models Estimating Likelihood of Readmission Among 26-31-year-olds
1-year Follow-up
2-years Follow-up
3-years Follow-up
N=16,251
N=16,251
N=16,251
OR
95% CI
OR
95% CI
OR
95% CI
Male
1.39***
1.15
1.67
1.57***
1.35
1.83
1.60***
1.38
1.86
Race/ethnicity (Ref=White)
Black
1.23*
1.01
1.50
1.41***
1.20
1.65
1.47***
1.25
1.72
Latinx
1.06
0.86
1.30
1.11
0.94
1.31
1.12
0.95
1.32
Other race/ethnicity
0.80
0.53
1.20
0.91
0.67
1.24
0.93
0.69
1.26
Self-reported drug use
1.66***
1.46
1.90
1.79***
1.60
1.99
1.73***
1.56
1.93
Borough of residence
(Ref=Brooklyn)
The Bronx
1.07
0.85
1.33
1.05
0.88
1.25
1.01
0.85
1.20
Manhattan
1.01
0.82
1.25
1.01
0.85
1.19
1.00
0.85
1.18
Queens
0.83
0.66
1.03
0.85
0.71
1.01
0.83*
0.70
0.98
Staten Island
1.07
0.66
1.73
1.00
0.68
1.48
0.95
0.65
1.39
Other
0.53***
0.40
0.68
0.46***
0.37
0.57
0.44***
0.36
0.54
Borough of arraignment
(Ref=Brooklyn)
The Bronx
1.02
0.80
1.29
0.90
0.75
1.09
0.94
0.78
1.12
Manhattan
0.98
0.80
1.20
0.93
0.80
1.09
0.94
0.81
1.10
Queens
1.02
0.82
1.27
0.90
0.76
1.07
0.91
0.77
1.07
Staten Island
1.14
0.70
1.85
1.08
0.74
1.60
1.12
0.77
1.63
Admission charge
(Ref=Felony Person)
Misd. Person
0.99
0.80
1.21
1.24**
1.06
1.46
1.29***
1.10
1.50
Felony Property
1.06
0.87
1.29
1.17
1.00
1.37
1.13
0.97
1.31
Misd. Property
1.69***
1.33
2.14
1.84***
1.52
2.24
1.96***
1.62
2.37
Felony Drug
0.98
0.83
1.15
1.08
0.96
1.23
1.12
0.99
1.26
Misd. Drug
1.64***
1.31
2.05
1.75***
1.46
2.10
1.82***
1.52
2.17
Felony Other
0.74*
0.58
0.94
0.79*
0.66
0.96
0.82*
0.69
0.98
Misd. Other
1.54***
1.24
1.91
1.49***
1.25
1.78
1.49***
1.26
1.77
Warrant/hold
0.44**
0.25
0.79
0.71
0.48
1.05
0.69
0.47
1.01
Bail at admission
0.99
0.94
1.04
1.00
0.96
1.03
1.01
0.98
1.05
Discharge status
(Ref=Pretrial Detention)
City sentenced
1.23
0.96
1.59
1.47***
1.19
1.81
1.50***
1.23
1.85
State ready
1.12
0.85
1.47
1.37**
1.10
1.71
1.33*
1.07
1.65
Other
0.76
0.53
1.10
1.12
0.86
1.47
1.32*
1.02
1.71
Disposition at discharge
(Ref=Pretrial Release)
Resolved - No sentence
1.45*
1.01
2.07
1.20
0.90
1.61
1.13
0.85
1.51
Custodial sentence
1.87***
1.64
2.14
1.77***
1.59
1.97
1.70***
1.54
1.89
Time served
1.77***
1.38
2.28
1.55***
1.26
1.90
1.50***
1.23
1.83
Conditional discharge
1.72***
1.45
2.03
1.74***
1.52
1.98
1.70***
1.50
1.93
Other
1.84
0.85
4.00
1.78
0.96
3.30
1.56
0.84
2.89
Constant
0.05***
0.03
0.09
0.08***
0.06
0.12
0.08***
0.05
0.12
Pseudo R2
0.04
0.05
0.05
*
p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001
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